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TO  TIIB 

HONORABLE  JOHN  F.  DILLON,  LL.  D., 

/ 

JUDGE  OF  THB  EIGHTH  FEDEKAL  CIRCUIT. 

Sir:  No  circumstance  connected  with  the  termination  of  a  long  and 
arduous  task  is  more  gratifying  to  me  than  the  opportunity  afforded 
by  a- graceful  custom,  of  testifying  to  a  sentiment  of  admiration  and 
love  —  shared  in,  I  am  sure,  by  the  entire  bar  of  your  circuit  —  for  the 
great  and  high  qualities  illustrated  by  your  career  as  a  judge,  your 
labors  as  an  author,  and  your  character  as  a  man.  The  people  of  your 
vast  circuit  have  especial  reason  to  be  grateful  for  an  able  and  colorless 
administration  of  justice — which,  however,  in  matters  of  discretion, 
has  never  left  out  of  view  considerations  of  humanity ;  and  the  younger 
members  of  your  bar  are  no  less  indebted  to  you  for  a  goodness  of 
heai-t  which  has  nev(y  lost  patience  with  their  short-comings,  and  which 
has  never  withheld  proper  and  needed  advice.  May  I  be  permitted  to 
add  a  personal  expression  of  gratitude  for  the  S3'mpathy,  counsel,  and 
assistance  you  have  been  pleased  to  render  me  in  my  past  labors  as 
editor  and  author,  and  to  subsciibe  myself, 

With  great  respect, 

« 

Your  obliged  friend  and  servant, 

SEYMOUR  D.  THOMPSON. 
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"The  homestead  exemption  laws,"  said  Foster,  J.,  in  a  re- 
cent case,^  **  are  of  compamtively  recent  origin,  nearly  all  of 
them  havino:  been  enacted  within  the  last  twenty  years.  Home- 
stead  exemption  is  peculiarly  an  American  institution.  If  any 
thing  similar  to  it  exists  in  any  other  country,  we  are  not  aware 
of  it.  But,  recent  as  is  the  inauguration  of  the  policy,  laws  of 
this  character  now  exist  in  as  many  as  twenty-nnie  states  of  the 
Union.*^  There  is  a  general  similarity  in  their  provisions,  and 
in  the  purpose  and  intention  evinced  l)y  their  authors  ;  and  yet, 

*  Barnev  ».  Leeds,  61  N.  H.  261. 

*  The  latest  revisions  of  statutes  on  file  in  the  St.  Louis  Law  Library  show  that 
homestead  laws  exist  in  all  the  States  of  the  Union,  except  Connecticut,  Rhode  Island, 
New  Jersej-,  Delaware,  Pennsylvania,  Maryland,  West  Virginia,*  and  Indiana.  The 
earliest  Anierican  homestead  law  of  which  the  writer  has  knowledge  was  an  act  of 
the  republic  of  Texas,  passed  January  26,  1839.  This  statute  (1  Pasc.  Dig.  Texas 
Laws,  art  3798)  exempted  from  execution,  to  **  every  citizen  or  head  of  a  family  in 
this  republic,  fifty  acres  of  land,  or  one  town  lot,  including  his  or  hor  homestead, 
and  improvementa  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars  in  value,"  together  with  cer- 
tain enumerated  chattels.  The  founders  of  the  infant  republic  wisely  enacted  that 
"the  passage  of  this  act  shall  not  interfere  with  contracts  between  parties  heretofore 
made."  Seepo«^,  {  10  et  aeq.  The  Spanish  law,  which  this  system  displaced,  pro- 
vided for  many  exemptions,  such  as  implements  of  husbandry,  bread  of  bakers,  tools 
of  artificers,  books  of  advocates  and  students,  beds,  wearing-apparel,  and  other  things 
necessary  for  daily  use.  Cobbs  v.  Coleman,  14  Texas,  590.  From  the  passage  of  the 
act  first  named,  the  protection  of  the  homestead  became  a  favorite  object  with  the 
legislatures  of  Texas;  and  when  that  republic  adopted  a  new  constitution,  on  enter- 
ing the  American  Union  in  1845,  that  instrument,  for  the  first  time  among  American 
constitutions,  guaranteed  a  family  homestead,  of  given  dimensions  and  value,  from 
forced  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  from  alienation  by  the  husband  without 
consent  of  the  wife.  Const  Texas  1845,  art  7,  J  22 ;  1  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws  Texas,  65. 
The  earliest  legislation  of  the  other  states  on  this  subject,  of  which  the  writer  has 
knowledge,  was  the  Vermont  act  of  1849.  From  this  period  the  subject  was  taken 
up  b}^  the  legislatures  of  other  states,  and  the  protection  of  the  family  hoinosu^ad  of 
debtors  from  forced  sale  soon  became  a  part  of  the  general  policy  of  the  country. 

*  But  see  $  237. 

(V) 
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in  important  particulars,  no  two  of  them  are  precisely  alike. 
The  more  recent  legislators,  borrowing  to  a  large  extent  the 
language  of  the  earlier  laws,  have  invariably  sought  to  ingraft 
upon  the  borrowed  stock  supposed  improvements,  especially 
adapted  to  the  condition  of  the  people  for  whom  the  particular 
statute  was  designed.  The  result  is  a  confused  and  almost  iu- 
cxplicuble  system,  indicative  of  differing  intentions,  theories,  and 
designs,  on  the  part  of  the  law-makers,  with  regard  to  the  prac- 
tical application  of  the  law,  expressed  generally  without  any 
veiy  successful  attempt  at  definition  of  terms  or  manifestation 
of  meaning  and  purpose.  The  inevitable  consequence  is  a  con- 
flict of  judicial,  construction  and  interpretation,  but  a  pretty 
general  agreement  of  the  courts  and  the  legal  profession  in  sen- 
timents of  disgust  for  the  unsatisfactory  and  uncertain  condition 
of  this  department  of  jurisprudence." 

From  these  observations  of  an  acute  and  experienced  judge, 
the  reader  will  perceive  the  difficulty  which  must  necessarily  at- 
tend the  labors  of  a  writer  who  has  proposed  to  himself  the  task 
of  collecting,  hi  the  shape  of  a  systematic  treatise,  the  judicial 
decisions  growing  out  of  the  interpretation  of  such  a  discordant 
mass  of  statute  law.  An  examination  of  it  has  involved  a  com- 
parison of  many  statutes,  similar  in  their  policy  and  design,  but 
dissimilar  in  their  details.  If  the  many  decisions  which  these 
statutes  have  produced  related  to  the  construction  of  a  single 
statute,  like  the  English  Statute  of  Frauds  or  the  American 
Bankrupt  Law,  the  course  of  a  writer  would  be  comparatively 
easy.  But  to  compile,  digest,  and  reduce  to  any  condition  of 
connection  and  symmetry  near  2,000  decisions,  involving  the 
construction  of  a  hundred  statutes,  similar  in  their  main  feat- 
ures, but  dissimilar  in  many  details,  is  like  writing  a  treatise  on 
all  the  codes  of  Europe.  With  a  few  exceptions  the  courts  have 
not  been  able  to  seize  upon,  or  keep  hold  of,  governing  prin- 
ciples.    Their  decisions,  in  many  cases,  amount  to  a  conjectural 
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feeling  for  the  **  intention  of  the  legislntnre,'*  where  questions 
arose  which  legishitive  omniscience  could  not  foresee,  and  where, 
consequently,  the  legislature  had  no  intention.     I  may  state, 
with  confidence,  that,  in  nearly  every  case  where  the  silence  of 
statutes  has  left  room  for  construction,  the  courts  of  different 
states  have  disagreed.     Nothing  is  settled,  except  that  home- 
stead and  exemption  laws  shall  be  construed  liberally,  so  as  to 
advance  the  intention    of   the   legislature ;  *    and   even  this   is 
denied  in  two  or  three  states.     Frequently,  however,  the  courts, 
in  their  liberality,  have  gone  beyond  the  intention  of  the  legis- 
latures, and  have  supplemented  the  statutes  with  needful  judicial 
legislation.*     They  have  construed  these  laws  retroactively,  up- 
rooting preexisting  contracts,  and  even  liens,   until  stopped  by 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.^     They  have  declared 
that  they  embrace  the  state^  although  not  naming  it  in  terms.* 
They  have  in  one  state  given  a  widow  her  homestead,  or  $5,000 
in  lieu  thereof,  out  of  her  deceased  husband's  estate,  in  pref- 
erence to  his  lien  creditors;*   and   one  court,  while  declarinof 
that  homestead  laws  are  in  derogation  of  common  right,  and, 
hence,  to  be  strictly  construed,  has  declared  —  the  statute  being 
wholly  silent  as  to  the  question  —  that  A  might  not  mortgage^ 
but  might  sell^  his  homestead,  and  that,  having  mortgaged  it  to 
B,  he  might  afterwards  sell  it  to  C,  free  ftom  the  lien  of  B's 
mortgjige.*     They  have  declared  in  many  states  that  a  widow 
takes  a  homestead  in  addition  to  dower ; '  and  in  two  states  the 
homestead  laws  have  been  extended,  by  construction,  so  as  to 
invade  the  statute  of  descents,   and  give  a  man's  property  to 
the  children  of  his  widow  by  a  future  husband,  in  preference  to 

>  Post,  JJ  4-6. 
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his  own  children.*  Other  courts,  out  of  an  unaccountable  dread 
of  second  husbands ,  have  limited  the  widow's  interest  in  the 
small  amount  of  personal  property  allowed  her,  exempt  from 
execution,  to  a  usufruct  merely ;  *  she  could  look  at,  smell  of, 
and  possibly  eat,  a  cabbage  or  chicken,  but  she  could  not  sell 
it  to  buy  a  pound  of  sugar  or  a  dose  of  quinine. 

Some  of  the  courts,  while  professing  to  construe  these  stat- 
utes liberally,  have  been  extremely  narrow  in  their  conclusions. 
Some  of  them  have  denied  a  homestead  in  an  estate  in  com- 
mon,* and  in  an  equitable  estate;*  not  being  able  to  see  that, 
if  the  premises  are  in  fact  the  debtor's  homestead  —  visibly  and 
conspicuously  so  —  it  is  none  of  the  creditor's  business  by  w^hat 
title  he  holds.*  Other  courts  have  been  able  to  see  that  the 
husband,  prohibited  from  alienating  the  homestead  without  con- 
sent of  the  wife,  could  nevertheless  sell  the  reversion — the  estate 
left  after  the  estate  of  homestead  should  have  expired  ;  *  but 
they  have  denied  that  the  sheriflF  could  do  the  same  thing,'  or 
that  this  reversion  was  bound  by  the  lien  of  a  judgment.® 

Now,  in  regard  to  the  manner  of  treating  this  subject,  I  have 
grouped  the  discordant  decisions,  and  arranged  them  around  the 
questions  which  they  aflFect.  I  have  stated  their  opposing  con- 
clusions, and  have  brought  into  view  their  opposing  reasons,  re- 
fraining, in  most  cases,  from  stating  conclusions  of  my  own.  In 
order  to  exhibit  the  grounds  on  which  the  courts  have  proceeded, 
I  have  set  out  the  particular  statutory  provisions  undergoing 
construction,  so  that  in  each  case  the  reader  can  see  what  the 
court   decides  almost  as   fully   as  if  he   had   the  report  of  the 

*  Post,  II  586,  687 ;  Albrecht  r.  Imbs,  3  Mo.  App.  587. 
2  Post,  \  902. 

»  Post,  \  180  et  seq. 
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decision  before  him.  This  book  will,  therefore,  be  found,  to  a 
considerable  extent,  a  book  of  details;  but  this,  in  my  judg- 
ment, has  been  rendered  unavoidable  by  the  nature  of  the 
subject.  The  whole  subject  has  been  gone  over  in  this  man- 
ner—  the  homestead,  viewed  in  its  twofold  aspect  of  an  exemp- 
tion from  execution  and  a  restraint  upon  alienation  ;  the  chat- 
tel exemption;  the  widow  and  orphan's  exemption,  and  year's 
support. 


■   NOTE. 

Before  printmg  from  the  stereotype-plates  a  second  impres- 
sion of  this  work,  the  author  has  added  nine  sections  to  the 
first  chapter,  eight  of  them  devoted  to  the  Federal  Homestead 
Lata.  He  has  also  made  changes  in  §§41,  324,  and  458,  and 
has  added  to  the  fifth  chapter  one  section,  numbered  237.  It 
is  not  practicable  to  alter  either  the  Index  or  Table  of  Cases 
so  as  to  make  them  conform  to  these  additions  and   changes. 
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CHAPTER    I. 

fOLIC'V     AXD      COXSTRrcmOX     OF     EXEMITION     LAWS CONSTITU- 
TIONAL    QirESTIOXS THE     FEDERAL     HOMESTEAD     LAW. 

Secfiox  1.   Kcason  and  Policv  of  Homestead  Laws. 

2.  Creditor's  Remedy  against  Debtor's  Land  a  statutory  Remedy. 

3.  The  Enc^Iish  Statutes  jfivinsj;  the  Remedy. 

4-7.   Homestead  and    Exemption   Statutes  libeniUy  construed  —  Instances 
of  liberal  and  strict  Construction, 

8.  Statutes  not  taken  literally,  when. 

9.  Retroactive  Construction  of  Exemption  Laws. 
10,  11.   If  retroactive,  such  Laws  are  unconstitutional. 

12.  Effect  of  declaring  such  Laws  unconstitutional — Revives  previous 
Laws  —  Illustrations. 

13,  14.  Legislative  Control  over  Homesteads  which  are  guaranteed  by  Con- 
stitutions. 

15,  16.   Legislative  Exceptions  to  constitutional  Ordinance  creating  Homestead. 

17.  Constitutional  Provision  directory  to  Legislature. 

18.  Changes  in  Form  and  Phraj*eology  in  codifying. 

19.  Construction  of  such  Statutes  in  pari  Materia. 

20.  Extra-territorial  Force  of  Exemption  Laws  —  Debtor  residing  on  State 

Line. 
21-23.   Continued  —  Garnishment  of  Wages  in  another  State. 
24-26.   Exemption  from  Executions  from  the  Federal  Courtji  —  Legislation  of 

C<)ngress  affecting  the  Subject  —  Act  of  1828. 
27-29.   Did  this  Act  adopt  subsequent  State  Exemption  Laws? 

30.   United  States  Homestead  Act. 
81,  32.   Constitutionality  of  Section  4  of  this  AcL 

83.  Such  Homestead  cannot  be  entered  in  Trust  for  another. 

84.  Liability  of  such  Homesteads  to  Taxation. 

35.  Validity  of  Incumbrances  on  such  Homesteads  before  Patent  issued. 

86.  Commutation  under  the  Eighth  Section  of  this  Act 

37.  Widow  of  Settler  may  commute. 

38.  Status  of  the  Product  of  exempt  Property. 

§  1.    Reason  and  Policy  of   Homestead    T^aws.  —  The    wise 
and  benevolent   policy  which  dictated   the  enactment  of  theti^e 
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§   1  POLICY    AND    CONSTRUCTION    OF    EXEMPTION    LAWS. 

laws  lias  been  the  theme  of  considoiahle  forensic  and  judicial 
eloquonce.  The  late  Senator  Benton,  advocating  in  the  United 
States  Senate  the  adoption  of  a  general  homestead  policy,  said : 
**  Tenantry  is  unfavorable  to  freedom.  It  lavs  the  foundation 
for  separate  orders  in  society,  annihilates  the  love  of  country, 
and  weakens  the  spirit  of  independence.  The  tenant  has,  in  fact, 
no  country,  no  hearth,  no  domestic  altar,  no  household  god. 
The  freeholder,  on  the  contrary,  is  the  natural  supporter  of  a 
free  government ;  and  it  should  be  the  policy  of  republics  to 
multiply  their  freeholders,  as  it  is  the  policy  of  monarchies  to 
multiply  their  tenants."^  "There  is,"  said  Tarbell,  J.,  in  a 
case  in  Mississippi,  *'  unquestionably  no  greater  incentive  to 
virtue,  industry,  and  love  of  country  than  a  pernnment  '  home,' 
around  which  gather  the  affections  of  the  family,  and  to  which 
the  members  fondly  turn,  however  widely  they  may  become 
dispersed."*  "  1  he  law,"  said  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  in 
an  early  case,  "  is  based  upon  the  idea  that,  as  a  matter  of  public 
[)()licy,  for  the  promotion  of  the  property  of  the  state,  and  to 
render  independent  and  above  want  each  citizen  of  the  govern- 
ment^ it  is  proper  he  should  have  a  home  —  a  homestead  —  where 
his  family  may  l)e  sheltered  and  live  beyond  the  reach  of  tinancial 
niisfortune  and  the  dennnids  of  creditors  who  have  sfiven  credit 
under  such  law."  And  this  policy  is  characterized  as  '*liberar* 
and  *•  benevolent."  ^ 

And  we  find  scattered  through  the  cases  which  involve  the 
construction  of  these  laws  such  expressions  as  these:  "This 
beneficent  provision  for  the  protection  and  maintenance  of  the 
wife  and  children  against  the  neglect  and  improvidence  of  the 
father  und  husband."*  "That  the  homestead  exemption  was 
founded  upon  principles  of  the  soundest  policy  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. Its  design  was,  not  only  to  protect  citizens  and  their 
families  from  the  miseries  and  dangers  of  destitution,  but  also  to 
cherish  and  suppoit  in  the  bosoms  of  individuals  those  feelings 
of  sublime  independence  wliich  are  essential  to  the  maintenance 

»  Thirty  Years  in  the  Senate,  103,  104. 
»  Campbell  r.  Adair,  46  Miss.  182. 

•  Cliarless  v.  Laniberson,  1  Iowa,  439,  441. 

♦  Cook  V.  McChristian,  4  Cal.  26. 
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of  free  institutions.  These  :ire  noble  objects."^  "It  was  an 
enlightened  public  policy,  looking  to  the  general  welfare  as  well 
as  to  that  of  the  individual  citizen,  which  dictated  the  passage  of 
the  homestead  net ;  and  the  obvious  intent  of  the  act  is  to  secure 
to  every  householder  or  head  of  a  family  a  home,  a  place  of  resi- 
'  dence,  which  he  may  improve  and  make  comfortable,  and  where 
the  family  may  be  sheltered  and  live  beyond  the  reach  of  those 
financial  misfortunes  which  even  the  most  prudent  and  sagacious 
cannot  always  avoid/'  * 

The  Twelve  Tables  contained  this  severe  provision:  "If  the 
debtor  be  insolvent  to  several  creditors,  let  his  body  be  cut  in 
pieces  on  the  third  market-day.  It  may  be  cut  into  more  or 
fewer  pieces  with  impunity ;  or,  if  his  creditors  consent  to  it, 
let  him  be  sold  to  foreigners  beyond  the  Tiber. **^  "This,"  said 
Reade,  J.,  "at  least  might  not  involve  his  wife  and  children  in 
his  suftering;  and,  besides,  as  long  as  the  creditor  chose  to  keep 
him  in  custody,  under  the  Roman  law  he  was  obliged  to  allow 
him  '  a  pound  of  meal  a  day.'  But,  if  our  exemptions  are 
declared  void,  then  both  the  debtor  and  his  family  go  without 
even  his  'pound  of  meal. 


>  »M 


§  2.  Creditor's  Remedy  against  Debtor's  Land  a  statutory 
Remedy.  —  The  homestead  right  is  a  statutory  right,  purely  — 
created  for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor  and  his  family.  The  levy 
and  sale  of  a  debtor's  lands  and  tenements  have  always  been 
regulated  bv  statute.  At  common  law  the  creditor  had  no  rio^ht 
to  sell  the  debtor's  land.*^ 

§  3.    The  English  Statutes  giving  this  Remedy.  —  The  first 

»  Franklin  tj.  Coffee,  18  Texas,  415. 
2  WasseU  v.  Tunnah,  25  Ark.  103. 
'  Coop.  Just.  668,  App. 

*  Garrett  r.  Cheshire,  69  N.  C.  405. 

*  "  By  the  common  law  a  man  could  only  have  satisfaction  of  goods,  chattels,  and 
the  jweaen^  profits  of  lands  by  the  two  »  *  *  -wtWa  of  fieri  facias  or  levari  facias^ 
but  not  the  possession  of  the  lands  themselves,  which  was  a  natural  consequence  of 
the  feudal  principles  which  prohibited  the  alienation  —  and,  of  course,  the  incumber- 
ing —  of  the  fief  with  the  debts  of  the  owner.  And,  when  the  restriction  of  alienation 
began  to  wear  away,  the  consequence  still  continued,  and  no  creditor  could  take  pos* 
session  of  lands,  but  only  levy  the  growing  profits ;  so  that,  if  the  defendant  aliened 
his  lands,  the  plaintiff  was  ousted  of  his  remedy."    3  Bla,  Com.  418. 
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statute  encroHchiug  upon  the  debtor's  rights  in  his  lands  was 
the  13  Edward  I.,  chapter  18.  It  conferred  upon  the  sheriff, 
after  judgment  and  execution,  power  to  deliver  to  the  creditor 
all  the  debtor's  chattels  (except  his  oxen  and  beasts  of  the 
plow),  and  one-half  of  his  lands,  for  the  creditor  to  occupy  and 
enjoy  until  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  thereof  the  debt  be 
levied  —  fully  paid  —  or  till  the  defendant's  interest  expired. 
Anotht^r  statute  passed  in  the  same  year,^  known  as  the  Statute^ 
Merchant  —  de  Mercatoribus  —  prescribed  a  mode  by  which  the 
whole  of  the  debtor's  land  could  be  pledged  for  debt;  but  its 
operation  was  confined  to  debts  between  tradei's  only.  The  same 
rigl.t  was  conferred  by  the  27  Edward  III.,  chapter  9,  the  differ- 
( nee  being  as  to  the  person  before  whom  the  parties  must  appear 
to  acknowledge  the  debt  and  fix  the  time  of  payment.  As  to 
the  former,  the  appearance  could  be  made  before  the  chief  magis- 
trate or  warden  of  the  city;  and  it  was,  therefore,  named  the 
statute  merchant;  as  to  the  latter,  the  appearance  could  be  made 
before  the  chief  oflScer  of  the  staple  or  grand  mart,  and  it  was, 
therefore,  called  the  statute  staple.  This  right  was  afterwards 
extended,  by  23  Henry  VIII.,  chapter  6,  to  all  the  subjects  of  the 
realm,  under  the  name  of  a  recognizance  in  the  nature  of  a 
statute  staple.  These  statutes  authorized  the  creditor  to  summon 
his  debtor  to  appear  before  the  proper  oflScer  to  acknowledge  the 
debt  and  fix  a  time  for  its  payment.  But,  when  the  time  for  pay- 
ment arrived  and  the  debtor  made  defiiult,  the  creditor  had  the 
power,  under  process  known  as  an  extent^  to  take  possession  of 
the  debtor's  lands,  and  to  retain  them  until  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  yielded  entire  satisfaction.  But,  in  cases  not  within 
these  statutes,  the  creditor  was  compelled  to  recover  judgment  for 
his  debt  in  the  ordinary  mode,  and  could  extend  his  execution 
only  upon  the  debtor's  goods,  and,  as  we  have  seen,  in  default 
of  sufficient  goods,  upon  a  moiety  of  his  lands.* 

Other  statutes^  gave  the  creditor  power,  by  the  writ  o{  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum^  to  arrest  and  imprison  the  debtor's  body  until 
the  debt  was  paid.     And  thus  the  singular  spectacle  was  p:c- 

1  13  Edw.  L 
«  3  Bla.  Com.  418,  419. 

•  Marlb.  23 ;  Westm.  2,  or  13  Edw.  III.,  ch.  U ;  Acton  Burnel  (11  Edw.  I.),  enforced 
by  13  Edw.  I.,  stat.  3 ;  26  Edw.  m.,  ch.  17. 
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sented  that,  while  the  common  law,  through  reasons  of  feudal 
policy,  might  protect  the  wife  and  children  in  the  occupancy  of  the 
home  place,  the  body  of  the  husband  and  father  might  languish 
perpetually  in  jail.  Later  statutes  in  England  and  in  the  United 
States  subjected  all  the  hinds  of  the  debtor,  under  vaiious 
restrictions,  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debts. ^  And  thus  stood  the 
law  in  this  country  until  a  recent  period,  when^  either  bv  legisla- 
tive acts  or  constitutional  ordinances,  or  by  both,  a  homestead  in 
the  occupancy  of  the  head  of  a  family  has  been,  in  most  of  the 
states,  declared  exempt  from  forced  sale. 

§  4.  Exemption  Laws  liberally  constamed. — The  right  to 
sell  the  corpus  of  the  debtor's  real  property  for  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and  to  divest  him  of  his  title  thereto,  being  thus 
purely  a  creature  of  the  statute  law,  it  follows  that  statutes 
restrictive  of  this  right  are  not  in  derogation  of  the  common  law, 
and  are  not  subject  to  the  rule  tliat  statutes  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law  are  to  be  strictly  construed ;  although  one  or  two 
judges  have  fallen  into  the  error  of  supposing  otherwise.*  Hence 
the  courts,  with  few  exceptions,  appear  to  be  now  agreed  that 
these  statutes,  beneficial  in  their  operation  and  fcmnded  in  a  wise 

M  <&  2  Vict.,  ch.  110.  It  is  not  necessary  to  cite  the  numerous  American  statutes 
conferring  and  regulating  this  right  In  a  case  in  Illinois  it  is  said :  "If  lands  may  be 
seized  and  sold  in  Great  Britain  under  a  Jieri  facias,  it  is  by  virtue  of  a  modern  statute, 
which  has  never  had  any  operation  in  this  state,  and  not  by  means  of  the  common  law. 
It  may  be  safely  asserted  that  the  right  as  it  exists  in  this  state  is  only  from  the  enact* 
ment  of  our  Legislature,  and  is  regulated  entirely  by  its  provisions."  Green  v.  Mnrks, 
26  111.  223. 

»  Garaty  v.  DuBose,  5  8.  C.  600;  Allen  v.  Cook,  26  Barb.  876;  Olson  v.  Nelst.ii,  3 
Minn.  58 ;  Deere  v.  Chapman,  26  HI.  612.  It  may  be  doubted  whether  this  rule  ever 
had  any  proper  place  in  American  jurisprudence.  In  England,  where  the  Parliament 
was  theoretically  supreme,  and  where  it  was,  hence,  beyond  the  power  of  the  judicial 
courts  to  declare  an  act  of  Parliament  void,  this  rule  offered  perhaps  the  only 
means  which  the  courts  possessed  of  checking  rash  and  hasty  invasions  of  the  judge- 
made  law.  But  in  this  countr}',  where  the  powers  of  our  Legislatures  are  limited  by 
written  constitutions,  which  limitations  are  enforced  by  the  courts,  and  where  the 
courts  have  not  hesitated  to  declare  that  there  are  certain  implied  restraints  on  legisla- 
tive authority  in  every  free  country  (Calder  v.  Bull,  3  Dall.  386 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Loland, 
2  Pet.  666 ;  Loan  Assn.  v.  Topeka,  20  Wall.  663),  the  same  reasons  for  the  rule  would 
seem  not  to  exist  And  in  fact  the  rule  in  this  country  seems  gradually  falling  into 
disu^^e,  and  it  may  safely  be  affirmed  that,  where  n  statute  is  not  inhibited  by  the 
written  Constitution,  nor  a  palpable  invasion  of  common  right,  the  courts  will  so  con- 
£true  it  as  to  give  full  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  Legislature. 
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policy,  should  be  liberally  coiustriied,  so  as  to  give  full  effect  to 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature.^  But,  since  the  common  law, 
with  limited  exceptions  mentioned  in  another  chapter,  subjected 
all  of  a  debtor's  chatteh  to  execution,  there  is  more  srround  for 
saying  that  statutes  exempting  personal  propeil^y  from  execution 
are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and,  hence,  to  be  strictly 
construed  :^  but  thev  are  orenerallv  construed  liberally.^ 

§  5.    Some  Cases  implying  a  strict  Construction.  —  A    few 

cases,  as  already  stated,  indicate  a  disposition  to  give  homestead 
laws  a  strict  construction.  In  a  case  in  Minnesota*  it  is  said  by 
Berry,  J. :  «*  The  general  rule  is  tliat  all  the  property  of  a 
debtor  is  applicable  to  the  payment  of  liis  debts.  The  effect  of 
the  exemption  laws  is  to  create  exceptions  to  this  general  rule, 
so  that  a  debtor  claiming  an  exemption  of  any  portion  of  his 
property  must  bring  himself  strictly  within  the  terms  of  the  law 
allowing  exemptions  ;  otherwise,  the  general  rule  nmst  take  its 
course.  In  other  words,  it  is  for  the  debtor  to  put  his  finger  upon 
the  provision  of  the  statute  which  by  its  terms  withdraws  the 
property  claimed  from  the  operation  of  the  general  rule  referred 
to.  *  *  *  It  is  not  for  this  court  to  do  by  construction  what 
should  be  done  by  legislation.  The  homestead  law  should  be 
fairly,  perhaps  liberally,  interpreted  ;  but  must  not  be  strained." 
In  accordance  with  this  view  of  the  interpretation  which  siich 
statutes  should  receive,  it  was  held  that  a  statute  exempting 
"one  lot"  did  not  exempt  an  undivided  half  of  tivo  lots,  though 
occupied  by  the  debtor  as  his  homestead.  But  this  narrow  view 
of  such  statutes,  when  applied  to  homesteads  existing  in  lands 
held  by  co-tenants,  has  not  generally  obtained.  The  Louisiana 
cases  go  still  further,  and  declare  that  the  homestead  and  exemp- 

^  Roff  c.  Johnson,  40  Ga.  565;  Bevjin  r.  Hayden,  13  lown,  122;  Buxton  r.  Dear- 
born, 46  N.  H.  44 ;  True  r.  Morrill.  28  Vt.  074 ;  Mills  v.  Grant,  36  Vt.  271 ;  Montague 
V.  Kichardson,  24  Conn.  338 ;  Howe  v.  Adams,  28  Yt  541 ;  Moss  v.  Warner,  10  Cal. 
2)6;  Kobinson  v.  Wiley,  16  N.  Y.  494;  Campbell  v.  Adair,  45  Miss.  178;  Kuntz 
V.  Kinney,  83  Wis.  510 ;  Connaughton  v.  Sands,  32  Wis.  387 ;  Deere  v.  Chapman,  25 
111.  610;  Peverly  v.  Sayles,  10  N.  H.  358,  and  many  other  cases. 

*  Hue  V.  Alter,  5  Denio,  119;  Temple  v.  Scott,  8  Minn.  421. 

3  Good  V.  Fogg,  61  m.  450 ;  Freeman  v.  Carpenter,  10  Vt  434 ;  Wilcox  v,  Hawley, 
31  N.  Y.  648. 

*  Ward  V.  Huhn,  16  Minn.  161. 
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tion  «ict  of  that  state  passed  in  1865  —  a  statute  which  substan- 
tially resembles  those  of  other  states  —  *'i8  jn  derogation  of 
common,  right 9  and  must  be  strictly  construed."^  And,  there- 
fore, it  was  held  that  a  statute  exempting  land,  buildings,  and 
certain  personal  property  in  kind,  did  not  protect  from  garnish- 
ment money  due  to  the  debtor  from  a  third  person,  although  the 
debtor  "  did  not  own  propei-ty  to  the  amount  of  two  thousand 
dollars  exclusive  of  the  debt  seized."*  In  another  case  in  the 
same  state  it  is  said  :  •«  The  general  rule  is  that  the  property  of 
the  debtor  is  the  common  pledge  of  his  creditors.  Exemption 
laws  create  exceptions  to  the  general  rule,  and  they  are  not  to 
be  extended  beyond  the  express  terms  of  the  law."  But  this 
declaration  of  law  was  wholly  unnecessary  to  justify  the  con- 
clusion at  which  the  court  arrived  in  the  particular  case,  which 
was  that  a  statute  exempting  160  acres  of  land  and  the  improve- 
ments and  buildings  thereon,  and  a  list  of  personal  property  such 
as  is  tLSually  found  on  a  farm^  did  not  protect  from  forced  sale 
a  house  and  lots  in  a  city?  So,  in  New  Yoi-k  it  was  held  that  a 
statute  exempting  a  homestead  from  *'  debts  thereafter  created  " 
did  not  extend  so  far  as  to  exempt  a  debtor's  homestead  from 
the  demand  of  a  creditor,  if  the  latter  could  show  that  he  was 
induced  to  give  the  credit  through  the  fraudulent  representations 
of  the  debtor ;  in  other  words,  that  the  exemption  was  against 
*'  dehts^^  only,  and  not  against  frauds?  In  that  case  Johnson, 
J.  (with  whom  Denio,  C.  J.,  and  Selden,  J.,  concurred),  in  a 
separate  opinion,  said  :  *'  If  we  break  in  upon  the  terms  of  the 
statute  upon  equitable  grounds,  we  cannot  limit  ourselves  to  any 
single  exception,  but  must  follow,  wherever  it  shall  lead,  the 
principle  we  shall  have  thus  established.  In  that  way,  instead 
of  the  certain  rule  of  the  statute,  we  shall  have  an  exemption  to 
be  overruled  in  all  cases  where  equity  seems  to  require  it  to  be 
disregarded.  The  safer  course  is  to  leave  the  Legislature  to 
introduce  such  exceptions  as  they  shall  from  time  to  time  see 

J  Guillory  v.  DeviUe,  21  La.  An.  686;  Fuselier  v.  Buckner,  28  La.  An.  594;  Todd 
V.  Gordy,  28  La.  An.  666 ;  Briant  v.  Lyons,  29  La.  An.  05. 
"  Guillory  v,  DeviUe,  supra. 

•  Crilly  ©.  The  Sheriff,  25  La.  An.  219. 

*  Robinson  v.  Wiley,  16  N.  Y.  489. 
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fit."  But  the  learned  judge  admitted  that,  **  if  the  plaintiff  will 
recover  such  a  judgment  that  his  execution  will  be  on  a  recoveiy, 
not  for  debt,  but  for  fraud,  the  exemption  will  not  stimd  in  his 
way." 

§  6.  Continued.  —  In  an  early  case  in  Minnesota^  the  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  fell  into  the  error  of  say- 
ing that  the  homestead  law  of  that  state,  '*  being  one  exempting 
a  debtor's  property  from  the  payment  of  his  debts,  is  in  deroga- 
tion of  the  common  law,  and  must  be  strictly  construed.'*  In 
support  of  this  view  the  judge  cited  Rue  v.  Alter,  5  Denio,  119. 
But  the  statute  under  consideration  there  was  one  exempting 
personal  property  from  execution  ;  and  it  was  well  said  that  such 
statutes  "  are  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and  confer  immu- 
nities and  privileges  contrary  to  its  general  maxims.  The  inter- 
pretation, therefore,  is  to  be  according  to  what  is  written,  or 
what  is  plainly  or  manifestly  to  be  implied  from  what  is  written. 
The  court  is  not  to  speculate  on  what  are  the  evils  to  be  provided 
against,  and  thus  come  to  a  conclusion  in  conformity  to  what  a 
liberal  and  munificent  spirit — or,  perhaps,  a  more  enlightened 
judgment  than  that  displayed  in  the  legislative  provision  —  would 
approve."^  But  this  could  not,  as  we  have  already  seen,  be 
applied  to  a  statute  exempting  real  property  from  execution  ;  for 
such  statutes  are  not  in  derogation,  but  in  affirmance,  of  the  com- 
mon law.  This  error  of  premise  into  which  the  Minnesota  court 
fell  led  to  what  would  seem  to  be  an  erroneous  result.  One 
section  of  the  homestead  law  of  that  state,  which  governed  the 
case  under  consideration,  provided  that  '*  no  release  or  waiver 
of  the  exemption  of  the  homestead  shall  be  valid  unless  the  same 
be  in  writing,  signed  by  the  householder  and  his  wife,  if  he  have 
one,  and  acknowledged  in  the  same  mannei*  that  conveyances  of 

*  Olson  V,  Nelson,  3  Minn.  58. 

'  This  declaration  of  the  New  York  court,  even  as  regards  statutes  exempting  per- 
sonal property  from  execution,  has  been  since  departed  from  in  the  same  court  (Wil- 
cox V,  Hawley,  31  N.  Y.  648),  and  is  against  the  general  current  of  decisions  in  other 
states.  Freeman  v.  Carpenter,  10  Vt  434 ;  Peverly  r.  Sayles,  10  N.  H.  866 ;  Richard- 
son V,  Buswell,  10  Mete.  506 ;  Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  450 ;  Montague  v,  Bichard- 
son,  24  Conn.  838;  Good  t?.  Fogg,  61  LI.  449;  Connaughton  v.  Sands,  32  Wis.  887? 
Kuntz  V.  Kinney,  33  Wis.  510 ;  and  see  Shaw  r.  Davis,  55  Barb.  389. 
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real  estate  are  acknotoledged/^  Tbe  next  section  provided,  among 
other  exceptions,  that  the  exemption  should  not  extend  to  •'any 
mortgage  thereof  lawfully  obtained."  And  the  question  was 
whether  a  mortgage  of  the  home  place,  in  which  the  wife  did  not 
join,  was,  in  view  of  the  terms  of  the  former  section,  lawfully 
obtained  ;  "  or,  in  other  words,  whether  a  mortgage  was  such  a 
**  release  or  waiver  "  of  the  homestead  right  as,  under  the  former 
section,  required  the  wife's  concurrence ;  and  it  was  held  that  it 
was  not  —  Emott,  C.  J.,  dissenting.  It  is  obvious  that  this  was 
a  case  which  afforded  some  latitude  to  judicial  construction.  If 
the  premise  stated  by  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  had  been  correct,  it  would  have  been  sufficient  to  sup- 
port the  conclusion  reached.  On  the  other  hand,  the  now  gener- 
ally-received view  that  such  statuses  are  to  be  construed  reme- 
diallv  afforded  a  sufficient  warrant  for  the  conclusion  of  the 
dissenting  judge. 

§  7.    Some  Cases  asserting  a  liberal  Rule  of  Construction. 

—  But  the  cases,  generally,  either  in  terms  assert  or  in  effect 
apply  a  liberal  rule  of  construction.  Thus  it  is  said  that  such 
statutes  are  *'of  a  humane  character,  and  should  be  held  to 
apply  fairly  to  all  such  cases  as  are  within  the  equity  and  spirit 
of  the  act;  but  beyond  this  we  should  not  go."^  Such  an  ex- 
emption *'  should  be  favored  so  far  as  to  apply  it  to  all  such  cases 
as  are  within  the  equity  and  spirit  of  the  statute."  '  Such  stat- 
utes "are  entitled  to  be  liberally  construed."*  '*Such  con- 
struction, consistent  with  the  spirit  of  the  provision,  should  be 
given  as  would  promote  and  secure  the  purpose  intended."  *  If 
the  terms  of  the  statute  are  ambiguous,  the  court  '*  must  resort, 
in  order  to  ascertain  their  meaning,  to  the  general  spirit  and  in- 
tent of  the  enactment,  keeping  in  view  its  known  object  and 
the  mischief  intended  to  be  remedied."'*  "The  statute  should 
have   a  liberal  interpretation  to  accomplish  the  object  of  the 


»  True  V.  MorriU,  28  Vt  674. 
»  MUls  V.  Grant,  86  Vt  271. 

*  Campbell  v,  Adair,  45  Miss.  182. 

*  Franklin  v.  Coffee,  18  Texas,  416. 

*  Wassell  o.  Tunnab,  25  Ark.  108. 
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law,"^  *'  While  these  statutes  should  receive  such  a  construc- 
tion as  to  carry  out  the  liberal  and  benevolent  policy  of  the  Leg- 
islature, yet  it  is  apprehended  that  parties  must  bring  themselves 
within  their  provisions,  at  least  in  spirit,  before  they  can  claim 
exemption  under  them.*'*  In  a  case  in  Illinois,  Breese,  J.,  fell 
into  the  error  of  supposing  such  a  statute  in  derogation  of  the 
common  law.  «'  Yet  it  does  not  follow,"  said  he,  *•  that  it  should 
not  receive  a  construction  so  liberal  as  to  advance  the  object  con- 
templated by  the  Legislature  in  passing  the  act.  We  regard  the 
statute  as  remedial  in  its  nature  ;  intended  to  remove  grievances 
under  which  the  unfortunate  labored,  and  to  save  them,  amid  all 
their  losses  and  disasters,  a  shelter  for  the  family  —  a  home. 
Being  remedial,  it  must  be  so  construed  as  to  meet  the  benevo- 
lent end  in  view  —  without  departing,  however,  from  the  plain 
and  obvious  meaning  of  the  language  used  in  the  act.'* ' 

The  considerations  which  justify  this  construction  have  nowhere 
been  better  stated  than  by  Dick,  J.,  in  a  case  decided  in  the 
District  Couit  of  the  United  States  for  North  Carolina.  He  said : 
*'At  the  common  law  the  lands  and  person  of  a  debtor  were 
exempt  from  execution  for  debts,  as  the  principles  of  the  feudal 
system,  upon  which  the  government  of  England  was  founded, 
required  the  lands  and  person  of  a  tenant  to  be  used  for  the 
security,  power,  and  advancement  of  the  kingdom.  At  a  later 
period  the  demands  and  interests  of  an  increasing  commerce 
induced  Parliimient  to  pass  various  statutes,  de  mercatoribuSy 
by  which  the  person  and  all  the  property  of  a  trader  might 
be  taken  in  execution  for  a  debt  duly  acknowledged.  A  sub- 
sequent statute  gave  to  creditors  the  process  of  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum  against  all  debtors.  The  statute  of  elegit  only 
allowed  the  goods  and  chattels  (excepting  oxen  and  beasts  of  the 
plow),  and  a  moiety  of  the  lands  of  a  debtor,  to  be  taken  and 
held  until  the  debt  was  satisfied.  Thus  a  homestead  of  a  moiety 
of  the  lands  and  an  exemption  of  beasts  of  the  plow  were,  at 
that  early  age  of  civilization,  allowed  to  debtors  ;  and  this  contin- 
ued to  be  the  law  of  England  until  the  statute  of  1  and  2  Victoria 

1  Buxton  V,  Dearborn,  46  N.  H.  43. 

*  Charless  v.  Lamberson,  1  Iowa,  441. 

*  Deere  v.  Chapman,  25  HI.  612. 
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extended  the  elegit  to  all  the  lands  of  a  debtor.  Until  within  a 
recent  period  the  statute  law  of  this  state  subjected  to  execution 
the  lands,  person,  and  chattels  of  a  debtor ;  and  only  a  few  articles 
of  small  value  were  allowed  as  exemptions  to  keep  the  debtor  and 
his  family  from  absolute  starvation,  or  dependence  on  the  charity 
of  neighbors.  This  legislation  and  the  natural  greed  of  creditors 
necessarily  had  the  effect  of  filling  the  country  with  families  of 
paupers,  who  were  a  burden,  instead  of  a  benefit,  to  the  state. 
The  Constitution  of  this  state  adopted  in  1868  was  the  com- 
mencement of  a  more  humane  and  enlightened  policy  on  this 
subject.  The  results  of  the  rebellion  had  rendered  a  large  num- 
ber of  our  people  bankrupt  in  foi-tune,  and  the  convention  of 
1868  determined  to  insert  a  provision  in  our  organic  law  to  pre- 
serve the  liberty  of  an  honest  and  unfortunate  debtor,  and  to 
secure  a  home  for  his  family,  and  thus  induce  him  to  remain  in 
our  midst,  and  encourage  and  enable  him  by  honest  industry  to 
assist  in  restoring  wealth  and  prosperity  to  the  state.  Our  feu- 
dal ancestors  regarded  the  home  and  person  of  the  citizen  as  be- 
longing to  the  state,  and  necessary  to  its  security,  prosperity,  and 
power.  In  allowing  the  homestead  and  abolishing  imprisonment 
for  debt,  except  for  fraud,  the  convention  adopted  the  same  wise 
policy,  but  for  a  far  higher  object — not  for  the  purpose  of  making 
the  citizen  a  ready  and  efficient  soldier  in  war,  but  to  encourage 
him  and  enable  him  to  direct  his  intellect  and  energies  in  the  arts 
of  peace  and  the  pursuits  of  industry,  and  thus  contribute  to 
national  wealth,  prosperity,  and  .advancement.  It  is  a  well-set- 
tled rule  in  the  construction  of  constitutions  and  statutes  that 
the  intent  of  the  law-maker  ought  to  be  ascertained  from  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  times  and  the  purposes  and  remedies  in  view ; 
and  that  the  judicial  department  of  the  government  ought  to 
assist,  as  far  as  is  consistent  with  a  liberal  construction  of  the 
organic  law,  in  securing  and  advancing  the  purposes  and  reme- 
dies intended  pro  bono  publico.^'  ^ 

§  8.    Statutes  not  taken  literally ,  when. — In  construing  stat- 
utes of  this  kind,  when  the  language  used  departs  from  the  man- 

*  Be  Vogler,  8N.  B.  K.  182.  See,  also,  Edmondson  v,  Hyde,  2  Sawyer,  206 ;  Malloiy 
V,  ^ttYj  16  Kan.  293 ;  Weiflbrod  v,  Daenicke,  86  Wis.  78 ;  Krueger  v.  Pierce,  87 
Wis.  269. 
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ifest  intention  of  the  Legislature,  it  will  not  be  taken  literally.* 
Thus,  a  statute  recited  :  "  Said  property  so  set  apart  [meaning 
the  homestead]  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  wife  or  widow  and 
children  during  her  life  or  widowhood,  and  at  her  death  or  inter- 
marriage be  equally  divided  between  the  children  of  the  former 
marriage."^  The  couit  said:  **  Literally,  this  provision  would 
make  the  homestead  cease  at  the  death  or  intermarriage  of  the 
wife  ;  and  yet  it  is  obvious  that  the  family  of  the  debtor  may 
still  exist.  He  may  still  live,  and  his  family  be  still  as  much 
within  the  protection  of  the  constitutional  provision  as  if  she 
were  alive.  And  even  if  the  husband  be  dead,  and  the  wife  die 
or  intermarry  again,  the  family  of  the  original  head  may  still 
exist.  This  clause  is  not  to  be  taken  literally.  When  it  is  said 
that,  if  the  widow  or  wife  intermarry  or  die,  the  property  shall 
be  divided,  etc.,  the  first  words  of  the  clause  are  not  to  be  for- 
gotten, to  wit :  that  the  property  is  to  be  for  the  use  of  the  wife 
or  widow  and  children.  The  words  *if  she  die  or  intermarry' 
must  be  taken  to  mean  if  she  die  or  intermarry  when  she  is  the 
sole  person  constituting  the  family.  It  cannot  be  supposed  that 
the  Legislature  intended  to  break  up  the  homestead  on  the  death 
of  the  wife  or  intermarriage  of  the  widow."*  So,  under  a 
statute  exempting  a  homestead  from  executiony  it  is  exempt 
from  attachment,  since  an  attachment  is  but  a  preliminary  exe- 
cution.* 

§  9.  Retroactive  Construction  of  Exemption  Laws.  —  It  is  a 

settled  principle  that  a  statute  will  never  be  construed  to  operate 
retrospectively  unless  the .  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  it 
should  so  operate  is  mmiistakable.*  Whilst,  as  already  seen,  the 
courts  generally  agree  that  homestead  and  exemption  laws  are  to 
be  construed  liberally,  so  as  to  advance  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 

i  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  Ga.  631. 

«  Ga.  Stat  1868,  {  12. 

'  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  Ota..  681,  opinion  by  McCay,  J. 

♦  Grubbs  v.  EUyson,  23  Ark.  287;  Waugh  v.  Burket,  3  Grant  Cas.  819. 

*  Seamans  v.  Carter,  16  Wis.  648 ;  Palmer  v.  Conly,  4  Denio,  874 ;  Hitchcock  r. 
Way,  6  Ad.  <&  E.  948;  Paddon  v,  Bartlett,  8  Ad.  &  E.  884;  CoUe^  of  Physicians  v. 
Harrison,  9  Bam.  &  Ores.  624 ;  Wheedon  v.  Gorham,  88  Conn.  412 ;  Simonds  v.  Estate 
of  Powers,  28  Vt  864 ;  Perrin  v.  Sargeant,  38  Vt  84.  An  able  article  on  the  retrospect- 
ive construction  of  the  statutes  of  limitation  will  be  found  in  17  Alb.  L.  J.  188 ;  and 
an  interesting  communication  on  the  same  subject  in  17  Alb.  L.  J.  236. 
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Ijiture,^  it  has  been  generally,  thougli  not  universally,  held  that 
they  will  not  be  construed  as  having  a  retroactive  effect  unless  their 
phraseology  clearly  points  to  such  a  conclusion.'  The  rule  is  of 
irreater  obligation  npon  the  courts  where,  by  giving  such  statutes 
n  retroactive  effect,  they  would  operate  to  disturb  valid  subsisting 
liens.'  This  principle  is  found  embodied  in  the  legislation,  and 
even  in  the  fundamental  law,  of  several  of  the  states,  in  the 
shape  of  provisos  to  the  effect  that  homestead  and  chattel  exemp- 
tions shall  not  operate  in  case  of  debts  contracted  prior  to  the 
date  of  the  particular  constitution  or  the  adoption  of  the  particu- 
lar statute  ;*  or,  more  frequently,  in  case  of  debts  contracted  or 
judgments  obtained  prior  to  a  date  named.* 

§  10.  If  retroaetlvey  unconstitatlonal.  —  The  Constitution 
of  the  United  States'  declares  that  no  state  shall  pass  any  law 
impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.     In  Bronson  v.  Kinzie,' 

»  Supra,  JJ  4-7. 

•  Seamans  v.  Carter,  16  Wis.  548 ;  Estate  of  Phelan,  16  Wis.  76 ;  Dopp  v.  Albee,  17 
Wis.  590;  Succession  of  Taylor,  10  La.  An.  509;  Smith  v.  Marc,  26  IlL  150;  Ely  v. 
Eastwood,  26  HI.  107 ;  Whedon  v,  Qorham,  88  Conn.  412 ;  Simonds  v.  Estate  of  Pow- 
ers, 28  Vt,  364;  Perrin  v.  Sargeant,  83  Vt  84.  Contra,  Baldy's  Appeal,  40  Pa.  St 
328 ;.  HiU  v.  Hill,  42  Pa.  St  198 ;  see,  also,  Neff  *s  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  248. 

'  Dopp  ©.  Albee,  17  Wis.  590 ;  Milne  v.  Schmidt,  12  La.  An.  553 ;  Boupe  v.  Carra- 
dine,  20  La.  An.  244;  Succession  of  Foulkes,  12  La.  An.  537;  Tillotson  v.  Millard,  7 
Minn.  513 ;  McKeithan  v,  Terry,  64  N.  C.  25;  Shelor  v.  Mason,  2  S.  C.  238. 

*  Arkansas :  Const  1868,  art  12,  J 1.  Lidiana :  Const  1861,  art  1,  2  22.  The  stat- 
ute reads,  "after  July  4,  1852,"  debts  privileged;  see  2  Rev.  1876,  p.  858,  {  1. 
Arizona :  "  Not  subject  to  forced  sale  on  any  debt  contracted  or  incurred  after  thirty 
days  from  the  passage  of  this  act ; "  Comp.  Laws  1864-1871,  ch.  87,  J  1.  Mon- 
tana T. :  Laws  1872,  p.  84,  J  262.  Wisconsin :  As  to  personal  property  exemption, 
Acts  1859;  see  2  Bev.  Stat  1871,  p.  1552,  J  35. 

*  Alabama :  Prior  to  July  18,  1868,  or  after  ratification  of  Constitution ;  see  Const 
1876,  art  10,  J  1.  The  statute  reads,  "prior  to  April  28,"  1878;  see  Stat  1876,  { 
2820.  Colorado:  Debts  contracted  prior  to  February  1,  1868;  Rev.  Stat  1868,  ch. 
48,  §  57.  Delaware :  Debts  contracted  prior  to  July  4,  1851 ;  Rev.  Code  1852,  ch. 
Ill,  J  2.  Michigan:  Debts  contracted  prior  to  July  8,  1858;  Comp.  Laws  1871, 
J  6137.  Const  1850,  art.  16,  J  2,  reads,  property  exempt  for  "debts  contracted 
after  its  adoption."  Mississippi :  Debts  contracted  prior  to  September  1,  1870 ;  Rev. 
Code  1871,  {  2146.  New  Jersey :  On  "  a  judgment  obtained  prior  to  March  14, 
1861 ;  "  Rev.  Stat  1874,  p.  286,  J  10.  Nevada:  Debts  contracted  prior  to  November 
18,  1861;  1  Comp.  Laws  1871,  p.  60,  {  186.  Pennsylvania:  Debts  contracted 
prior  to  July  4,  1849;  1  Bright  Puid.  Dig.  688,  {  24.  Virginia:  Debts  con- 
tracted prior  to  April  4,  1865;  Code  1873,  ch.  183,  g  2.  Wisconsin:  Debts  con- 
tracted prior  to  January  1,  1849 ;  2  Stat  1871,  p.  1548,  i  23. 

•  Art  1,  J  10. 
T  1  How.  815. 
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Chief  Justice  Taney  used  the  following  language :  **  It  [a  state] 
may,  if  it  thinks  proper,  direct  that  the  necessary  implements  of 
agriculture,  tools  of  the  mechanic,  or  articles  of  necessity  in 
household  furniture  shall,  like  wearing  apparel,  not  be  liable  to 
execution  on  judgments.  Regulations  of  this  description  have 
always  been  considered,  in  every  civilized  community,  as  properly 
belonging  to  the  remedy,  to  be  exercised  or  not  by  every  sov- 
ereignty, according  to  its  own  views  of  policy  and  humanity.  It 
must  reside  in  every  state,  to  enable  it  to  secure  its  citizens  from 
unjust  and  harassing  litigation,  and  to  protect  them  in  those 
pursuits  which  are  necessary  to  the  existence  and  well-being  of 
every  community.  And,  although  a  new  remedy  may  be  deemed 
less  convenient  than  the  old  one,  and  may  in  some  degree 
render  the  recovery  of  debts  more  tardy  and  difficult,  yet  it  will 
not  follow  that  the  law  is  unconstitutional."  And  Woodbury, 
J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  same  court  in  Planters'  Bank 
V.  Sharp,^  enumerates  laws  exempting  tools  and  household  goods 
from  seizure  as  not  within  the  constitutional  prohibition.  These 
unfortunate  dicta,  made  in  cases  in  which  the  question  did  not 
arise,  and  in  a  court  in  which  it  never  had  arisen,  led  some  of 
the  state  Legislatures  into  the  error  of  passing  homestead  and 
exemption  laws  retroactive  in  their  terms ;  led  some  of  the  state 
courts  into  the  error  of  giving  a  retroactive  eff'ect  to  such  laws 
where  such  a  construction  was  not  required  by  their  terms  ;^  and 
passed  unchallenged  into  the  text  of  an  eminent  writer  as  a  pait 
of  the  constitutional  law  of  this  country.*  And  some  courts 
went  to  the  length  of  holding  that  such  laws  were  valid  even 
where  they  displaced  the  liens  of  judgments,*  or  liens  created 
by   the  levy  of  attachments,'^  or  even  liens   of  mortgages   sub- 

»  6  How.  818. 

?  Sneider  v,  Heidelberger,  45  Ala.  126 ;  Hardeman  v.  Downer,  89  Ga.  425 ;  Pulliam 
V.  Sewell,  40  Ga.  73 ;  Gunn  v.  Barry,  44  Ga.  863 ;  Cook  v.  McChristian,  4  Cal.  28 ; 
Morse  v.  Goold,  11  N.  Y.  281  (overruling  Quackenbush  v.  Danks,  1  Denio,  128) ;  Rock" 
well  V,  Hubbell,  2  Dougl.  (Mich.)  198;  Putnam,  J.,  in  Bigelow  v.  Pritchard,  21  Pick' 
174 ;  Hill  r.  Kessler,  68  N.  C.  437 ;  Re  Kennedy,  2  S.  C.  216 ;  Stephenson  v.  Osborne, 
41  Miss.  119 ;  Baylor  v.  San  Antonio,  National  Bank,  88  Texas,  448 ;  Cusic  v.  Douglas, 
8  Kan.  128;  Root  v.  McGrew,  8  Kan.  215;  Grimes  i\  Bryne,  2  Minn.  89;  Baldy's 
Appeal,  40  Pa.  St.  828 ;  HiU  v.  Hill,  42  Pa,  St.  198. 

■  Cooley's  ConsL  Lim.,  2d  ed.,  805. 

*  Re  Kennedy,  supra  ;  Gunn  r.  Barry,  supra. 

'  Sneider  v,  Heidelberger,  supra, 
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sisting  prior  to  the  date  of  their  passage  ;*  and  one  even  de- 
clared that  all  the  property  in  the  state  might  have  been  with- 
drawn from  forced  sale  under  a  provision  of  the  state  Constitu- 
tion.* 

In  other  cases  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States, 
where  similar  questions  have  arisen,'  the  doctrine  thus  announced 
in  the  dicfM  of  Taney,  C.  J.,  and  Woodbury,  J., has  been,  in  effect, 
overruled.  But  it  was  not  until  the  year  1871  that  the  question 
came  directly  before  that  tribunal  for  decision,  when  it  was 
finallv  settled  —  as  iirmlv  as  a  sins^le  decision  of  the  highest 
jurisdiction  entitled  to  pass  upon  a  question  can  settle  it — that 
a  homestead  or  other  exemption  law,  in  so  far  as  it  attempts  to 
withdraw  from  the  reach  of  creditors  property  which  would  have 
been  within  their  reach  under  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  the 
contracting  of  the  debt,  and  especially  in  so  far  as  it  attempts  to 
divest  valid  liens  existing  at  the  date  of  its  passage,  is  unconsti- 
tutional and  void.* 

1  Chambliss  v.  Phelps,  89  Ga.  886. 

•  Cook  V,  McChrislian,  4  Cal.  23.  In  The  Homeatead  Caaes,  22  Gratt  266,  Chris- 
tian, J.,  in  discussing  this  question,  showed  that,  if  the  property  existing  within  the 
limits  of  the  state  of  Virginia  were  equally  divided  among  the  householders  or  heads 
of  families,  all  of  it,  and  much  more,  would  be  exempt  under  the  homestead  law  of 
that  state ;  from  which  he  concluded  that  to  give  such  a  law  a  retroactive  effect  would 
be  "absolute  repudiation."  The  calculations  made  by  Judge  Christian  would  apply 
equally  well  to  the  homestead  laws  of  many  of  the  western  and  southern  states. 

•  McCracken  v.  Hayward,  2  How.  608 ;  V^Talker  v.  Whitehead,  16  V^all.  817 ;  Von 
Hoffman  v.  Quincy,  4  "Wall.  650. 

•  Gunn  V.  Barry,  16  Wall.  610  (reversing  Gunn  v.  Barry,  44  Ga.  863).  In  this  case 
a  creditor  had  obtained  a  judgment  upon  a  debt  contracted  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution  of  1868,  by  which  the  then  existing  homestead  exemption  was  greatly 
increased.  This  judgment,  under  the  laws  of  G^eo^gia,  became  a  lien  upon  certain  land 
of  the  debtor.  This  land  he  subsequently  claimed  as  his  homestead.  In  the  opinion  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States,  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Swajme,  great  stress  is 
laid  upon  the  fact  that  the  state  constitutional  ordinance,  as  upheld  by  the  state  court, 
operated  to  uproot  a  lien,  and  thus  to  divest  a  vested  right  But,  since  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  has  held  that  a  state  law  is  not  in  derogation  of  any  pro- 
vision of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  simply  because  it  divests  a  vested  right, 
provided  it  does  not  also  impair  the  obligation  of  a  contract  (Beers  v.  Haughton, 
9  Pet  369 ;  Watson  r.  Mercer,  8  Pet  88),  it  follows  that  these  remarks  of  the  learned 
justice  were  only  collateral  to  the  real  point  involved,  namely,  that  the  ordinance,  as 
construed  by  the  court  below,  impaired  the  obligation  of  the  creditor's  contract ;  and 
the  decision  was  so  construed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Geoi^a,  in  Jones  v.  Brandon, 
48  €ku  593 ;  and  the  courts  of  this  and  other  states  in  which  the  question  has  subse- 
quently arisen  have  yielded  obedience  to  it  as  an  authoritative  exposition  of  this 
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§  11.  How  under  Constitatlon  of  Missouri.  —  In  Missouii, 
exemption  laws  will  not  be  allowed  to  operate  retrospectively ; 
but  this  is  by  force  of  a  provision  in  the  Constitution  of-  that 
state  that  the  Legislature  shall  not  pass  "  any  law  impairing  the 
obligation  of  contracts,  or  retrospective  in  its  operation."^  A 
subsequent  case,  however,  aj9irming  the  same  doctrine,  places  it 
on  the  ground  that  laws  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts  are 
prohibited  by  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States.*  This  being 
so,  the  prohibition  against  giving  the  statute  a  retrospective 
operation  is  thought  to  have  even  greater  force,  where  to  give  it 
such  an  effect  would  affect  injuriously  a  non-resident,  than  where 
it  would  so  affect  a  resident  of  the  state.* 

§  12.  ESffect  of  declaring  Statute  unconstitutional — Home- 
stead under  preexisting  Law.  —  The  homestead  law  of  Georgia, 
thus  declared  unconstitutional  in  its  retroactive  effect,  was  a  com- 
plete substitution  for  the  law  previously  existing  there,  and  un- 
doubtedly repealed  it  by  implication.  In  holding,  in  obedience 
to  Giinn  v.  Barry,*  that  the  homestead  exemption  established  by 

principle.  Chambliss  v.  Jordan,  60  Ga.  81 ;  Wofford  v,  Gaines,  63  Ga.  486 ;  Gunn  o. 
Thornton,  49  Ga.  880;  Clarke  v,  Trawick,  66  Ga.  369;  Larence  v.  Evans,  60  Ga.  216; 
Whittington  v.  Colbert,  60  Ga.  684 ;  Grant  v.  Cosby,  61  Ga.  460;  Smith  v.  Whittle,  60 
Ga.  626;  Bumside  v.  Terry,  61  Ga.  186;  McPhee  i?.  Guthrie,  61  Ga.  83;  Smith  v. 
Ezell,  51  Ga.  670 ;  Pratt  v.  Atkins,  64  Ga.  669 ;  Wheeler  v.  Redding,  56  Ga.  87 ;  Bush 
V.  Lester,  66  Ga.  679 ;  Lesley  v.  Phipps,  49  Miss.  790 ;  Pennington  v.  Seal,  49  Miss. 
628 ;  The  Homestead  Cases,  22  Gratt  266 ;  Eussell  v.  Kandolph,  26  Gratt  706 ;  Coch- 
ran V.  Darcy,  6  S.  C.  126 ;  a,  c,  1  C.  L.  J.  179 ;  Ex  parte  Hewett,  6  S.  0.  409 ;  De  La 
Howe  V.  Harper,  6  S.  C.  470.  The  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina,  while  admitting 
the  binding  authority  of  Gunn  v.  Barry,  holds  that  it  does  not  apply  to  their  constitu- 
tional ordinance  adopted  in  1868,  because  this  differs  from  that  of  Georgia  in  that  it 
restricts,  rather  than  increases,  the  previously-existing  exemption.  But  this  court  under- 
stands Gunn  V.  Barry  to  go  no  further  than  to  hold  that  such  ordinances  are  invalid 
where  they  operate  to  divest  a  vested  rights  such  as  a  judgment  lien ;  a  supposition 
which  is  manifestly  erroneous  imless  such  vested  right  inheres  in  a  contract  in  such  a 
manner  that  a  state  law  or  constitutional  ordinance  which  destroys  it  impairs  also  the 
obligation  of  the  contract  Garrett  v,  Cheshire,  69  N.  C.  896 ;  see,  also,  Wilson  r. 
Sparks,  72  N.  C.  208 ;  Edwards  v.  Kearsey,  74  N.  C.  241 ;  Allen  ».  Shields,  72  N.  C.  604. 

1  Const  Mo.  1846,  art  13,  J  17;  Cunningham  v.  Grey,  20  Mo.  172;  Talley  v. 
Thompson,  20  Mo.  277. 

»  Harvey  v.  Wickham,  23  Mo.  116. 

'  Ib%d,t  P^  Scott,  J.  In  Iowa  the  lien  of  an  attachment  cannot  be  divested  by 
an  act  of  the  Legislature.  Hannahs  v.  Felt,  15  Iowa,  141 ;  Byan  v.  Wessels,  16  Iowa> 
145. 

*  16  Wall.  610. 
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the  Constitution  of  1868  did  not  apply  to  debts  contracted  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  that  instrument,  the  court  held  ^  that  a  judg- 
ment setting  apart  a  homestead  under  the  act  of  1868  did  not* 
conclude  creditors  whose  debts  were  contracted  prior  to  1868 ; 
as  to  them  the  debtor  took  the  homestead  cum  onere} 

Thus,  where,  pending  an  application  for  a  homestead  by  a 
debtor,  the  sheriff  sold  it  subject  .to  the  homestead  right,  reserv- 
ing such  right  in  the  deed  made  to  the  purchaser,  it  was  held 
that  the  homestead,  upon  afterwards  being  set  apart,  was  subject 
to  levy  and  sale  at  the  instance  of  another  creditor,  whose  judg- 
ment was  for  a  debt  existing  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1868.* 
But  it  was  held  in  Georgia  that  the  debtor,  or,  on  his  failure, 
his  wife,  might  apply  for  and  obtain  the  exemption  as  it  stood 
under  the  preexisting  law.*  The  same  conclusion  was  reached 
in  Mississippi.^  In  Georgia,  a  homestead  set  apart  to  a  debtor  in 
1869,  and  by  him  subsequently  conveyed,  for  a  valuable  consider- 
ation, to  a  third  person,  with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary,  was 
nevertheless  held  subject  to  execution  upon  a  judgment  rendered 
against  the  debtor  before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of 
1868.*  And  where,  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1868,  a  person 
executed  a  mortgage  of  real  property  to  secure  a  debt,  and  after 
the  adoption  of  the  Constitution,  but  before  the  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Gunn  v,  BaiTy,  the 
mortgage  was  foreclosed  and  execution  issued,  and,  thereupon, 
the  mortgagee  caused  the  mortgaged  premises  to  be  set  apart  as 
his  homestead,  under  the  act  of  1868,  and  afterwards,  with  the 

*  Chambliss  o.  Jordan,  50  Ga.  81 ;  Grant  v,  Cosby,  61  Ga.  460.  But  in  this  case 
McCay,  J.,  intimated  his  individual  opinion  that  the  act  of  1868  was  not  void  as 
against  any  old  debt,  except  in  cases  where  it  had  operated  to  impair  the  obligation  of 
the  contract,  and  that  the  contract  was  not  impaired  if  the  homestead  actually  ob- 
tained by  the  debtor  was  no  more  than  was  allowed  him  under  the  law  at  the  date  of 
the  contract  It  also  seemed  to  him  that  a  homestead  under  the  act  of  1868  was  good 
even  as  against  an  old  debt,  where  it  wafi  no  larger  than  was  allowed  by  law  at  the  date 
of  the  contract,  and  good  also  for  as  much  as  was  allowed,  and  void  only  as  to  the 
excess. 

^  Wofford  V.  Ghaines,  58  Ga.  485;  Gunn  v.  Thornton,  49  G^  880. 
>  Clarke  v,  Trawick,  56  Ga.  859. 

*  Larence  «. Evans,  60  Ga.  216;  Whittington  ©.Colbert,  50  Gil  584;  Grant  v, 
Cosby,  51  Ga.  460. 

*  Lessby  r.  Phipps,  49  Miss.  790 ;  Pennington  v.  Seal,  49  Miss.  518. 
"  Smith  V.  Whittle,  50  Ga.  626. 
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consent  of  the  ordinary,  as  provided  in  that  act,  sold  the  same  to 
an  innocent  third  person  for  their  full  value,  and  such  innocent 
*purcha8er  put  valuable  improvements  thereon,- and,  after  the 
decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in  Gunn  v. 
Barry,  the  mortgagee  sought  to  enforce  his  decree  against  the 
property,  it  was  held  that  the  property  should  be  sold,  and  the 
proven  value  of  the  premises  at  the  time  they  were  sold  by  the 
mortgageor  should  be  paid  to  the  mortgagees,  with  interest,  and 
that  the  residue,  if  anything,  should  go  to  the  purchaser  as  com- 
pensation for  his  improvements.^  And  where  a  conveyance  by 
a  judgment-debtor  of  his  homestead  to  his  judgment-creditor, 
whose  judgments  antedated  the  Constitution  of  1868,  was,  before 
the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  in 
Gunn  V.  Bari-y,  held  void  because  the  ordinary  by  whom  the 
conveyance  was  approved  was  related  to  the  judgment-creditor,^ 
the  deed  was,  after  Gunn  v.  BaiTy,  held  good  as  against  the 
debtor  and  his  wife,  as  claimants  of  the  homestead.'  And  it 
was  held  that  possession,  under  an  order  setting  apart  a  home- 
stead to  the  wife  of  the  defendant  in  execution,  could  not  be 
tacked  to  subsequent  possessions  to  protect  the  purchaser,  under 
section  3583  of  the  Georgia  Code,  from  seizure  of  the  homestead 
under  an  execution  based  on  a  debt  contracted  prior  to  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Constitution  of  1868.*  And  the  court  went  so  far  as 
to  hold  that  debts  due  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1868  are  in  the 
nature  of  incumbrances  on  the  homestead,  like  unpaid  purchase- 
money,  or  money  expended  for  improvements  thereon ;  and  that, 
when  the  homestead  is  sold  and  the  money  brought  into  court,  by 
virtue  of  such  old  debts,  such  debts,  though  the  judgments  thereon 
be  younger  than  judgments  or  liens  on  debts  since  the  Constitution 
of  1868,  will  take  the  money  accruing  from  the  homestead  in 
preference  to  such  older  judgments  founded  on  debts  contracted 

1  McPhee  v.  Guthrie,  61  Gft.  88. 

•-»  Bumaide  r.  Terry,  46  Ga.  621. 

»  Bumside  v.  Teny,  51  Ga.  186. 

*  Smith  V,  £zell,  61  Ga.  670.  This  section  of  the  €^Tgia  Code  provides  that,  "  when 
any  person  has,  bonajide  and  for  a  valuahle  consideration,  purchased  real  or  personal 
property,  and  has  heen  in  possession  of  such  real  property  for  four  years,  or  of  such 
personal  property  two  years,  the  same  shall  he  dischai^ged  from  the  lien  of  any  judg- 
ment against  the  persons  from  whom  he  purchased." 
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since  the  Constitution.^  And  a  sheriff  could  not  excuse  himself 
for  failure  to  sell  under  9k  fieri  facias  on  the  ground  that  the  prop- 
erty had  been  set  apart  as  a  homestead  under  the  act  of  1868, 
unless  he  could  show  that  it  was  not  greater  in  quantity  or  value 
than  the  exemption  allowed  by  law  prior  to  the  adoption  of 
the  Constitution   of  1868.^ 

Another  consequence  of  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Couit  of 
the  United  States  in  Gunn  v.  Barry  was  that  where,  prior  to 
that  decision,  the  United  States  District  Court,  sitting  as  a  court 
of  banki-uptcy,  set  apart  to  a- bankrupt,  as  his  homestead,  certain 
real  estate  upon  which  there  existed  the  lien  of  a  judgment  ren- 
dered prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1868,  and  the  bankrupt  was 
afterwards  regularly  discharged,  the  lien  of  the  judgment  still 
bound  the  land,  and  was  enforceable  in  the  state  court.  The 
reason  given  by  the  court  for  so  holding  was  that  the  provision 
of  the  bankrupt  law,  which  adopts  the  laws  of  the  several  states 
in  force  in  the  year  1871  as  the  limit  of  the  exemptions  to  which 
bankrupts  are  entitled,'  must  be  held  to  apply  only  to  such  laws 
as  are  valid  under  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States ;  and, 
hence,  the  only  law  which  could  properly  have  been  applied  by 
the  court  of  bankruptcy  was  the  homestead  law  embodied  in  the 
Code  of  Georgia  as  it  existed  prior  to  the  year  1868.* 

§  13.  Liegrislative  Control  over  Homesteads  sruaranteed  by 
Constitutions  —  Enlarging  Boundaries  of  Cities.  —  In  some  of 
the  states  the  converse  question  has  arisen :  whether  a  man  has, 
under  any  circumstances,  a  constitutional  right  not  to  pay  his 
debts  which  may  not  be  impaired  by  subsequent  legislation.  In 
other  words,  suppose  a  person  has  had  a  homestead  regularly  laid 
off  to  him,  under  a  statute  defining  its  extent  and  value ;  can  the 

1  Pratt  V.  Atkins,  54  Ga.  569.  The  younger  debt,  which  had  passed  into  the  elder 
judgment  in  this  case,  was  secured  by  a  mortgage.  But,  even  if  this  had  not  been  so, 
this  case  must  stand  as  a  palpable  judicial  blunder  unless  there  is  something  in  the 
Qeorgia  statute  relating  to  the  liens  of  judgments  to  support  it;  and  we  do  not  And  that 
there  is.  It  in  effect  decides  that  an  elder  simple  contract  debt  is  to  be  preferred  to  a 
younger  lien  debt;  that  is,  it  elevates  all  debts  to  the  dignity  of  lien  debts  having  pri- 
ority from  the  date  when  they  were  created. 

*  Wheeler  v.  Redding,  55  6a.  87. 
\  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  }  5045. 

*  Bush  V.  Lester,  55  Ga.  579. 
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Legislature,  by  a  subsequent  act,  reduce  the  quantity  and  value 
of  the  homestead  exemption,  and  expose  any  portion  of  the  home- 
stead so  laid  off  to  debts  contracted  while  the  former  law  was  in 
force?  The  Constitution  of  Wisconsin  provides  that  *'  the  privi- 
lege of  the  debtor  to  enjoy  the  necessary  comforts  of  life  shall 
be  recognized  by  wholesome  laws  exempting  a  reasonable  amoimt 
of  property  from  seizure  or  sale  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or 
liability  hereafter  contracted."^  In  a  well-considered  case  it 
was  held  that,  after  the  Legislature  had  passed  laws  giving  effect 
to  this  provision,  it  could  not  abrogate  them  entirely,  without 
the  contemporaneous  passage  of  substitutes.  But  it  was  said 
that  the  privileges  extended  to  debtors  by  the  existing  exemption 
laws  were  not,  as  to  the  particular  property  which  came  within 
their  protection,  vested  rights.  The  Legislature  might  modify 
those  laws  by  general  enactments  affecting  all  debtors  alike, 
according  to  the  classes  into  which  they  were  then  divided,  pro- 
vided such  enactments  did  not  amount  to  a  total  repeal  of  all 
exemptions,  but  left  the  debtors  in  the  enjoyment  of  so  much  of 
the  necessary  comforts  of  life  that  the  court  could  not  say 
readily,  and  without  hesitation,  that  the  duty  imposed  by  that 
section  of  the  Constitution  was  left  unexecuted.  And,  since  the 
Legislature  might  abridge  the  privileges  of  debtors  by  laws 
which  operated  directly  upon  the  property,  it  might,  of  course, 
accomplish  the  same  thing  as  an  incident  of  the  power  it  possessed 
to  enlarge  the  boundaries  of  cities  so  ns  to  embrace  lands  used  for 
agricultural  purposes  and  occupied  as  homesteads.' 

1  Const.  Wis.,  art.  1,  {  17. 

>  BuU  t?.  Conroe,  13  Wis.  238;  reaffirmed  in  Parker  v.  King,  16  Wis.  223.  The 
former  case  arose  in  this  way :  A  statute  adopted  subsequently  to  the  Constitution 
provided  as  follows :  *' A  homestead,  consisting  of  any  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding 
forty  acres,  used  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its 
appurtenances,  to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof,  and  not  included  in  any  town  plat, 
or  city,  or  village ;  or,  instead  thereof,  at  the  option  of  the  owner,  a  quantity  of  land  not 
exceeding  in  amount  one-fourth  of  an  acre,  being  within  a  recorded  town  plat,  or  city, 
or  village,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  owned  and  oc- 
cupied by  any  resident  of  the  state,  shall  not  be  subject  to  forced  sale  on  execution, 
or  any  other  final  process  from  a  court,  for  any  debt  or  liability  contracted  after  the 
first  day  of  January,  in  the  year  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  forty-nine."  Rev. 
Stat  Wis.  1849,  J  61,  p.  640.  In  Bull  v,  Conroe,  18  Wis.  233,  a  homestead  of  twenty- 
two  acres  of  land,  used  for  agricultural  purposes  only,  and  as  such  exempt  from  forced 
sale  on  execution,  or  other  final  process,  under  the  above  statute,  was,  by  a  subsequent 

20 


LEGISLATIVE   CONTROL ENLARGING   CITY    LIMITS.         §   14 

§  14.  Contiiraed*  —  A  different  view  was  taken  of  the  question 
in  Iowa,  in  a  csise  where  the  debtor  had  acquired  a  homestead 
near  the  limits  of  an  incorporated  city  before  the  debt  sued  on 
was  contracted,  and  the  Legislature  had  afterwards  passed  an 
act  extending  the  limits  of  the  city  so  as  to  embrace  his  homestead 
therein.  Under  the  statute  govemiiig  the  case  ^  he  was  entitled 
to  a  homestead,  "  if  within  a  town  plat,^*  one-half  acre  in  ex- 
tent, and,  "if  not  within  a  town  plat,"  not  embracing  in  the 
aggregate  more  than  forty  acres.  The  debtor  claimed  as  exempt 
six  acres  thus  enlbraced  within  the  city  limits.  The  conclusion  of 
the  couiii  appears  to  be  ( 1 )  that  the  mere  fact  of  being  within 
the  city  limits  did  not  bring  his  homestead  **  within  a  town 
plat,"  as  contemplated  by  the  Code;  and  (2)  that  neither  the 
Legislature  nor  the  municipal  corporation  could  compel  a  nan  to 
subdivide  his  homestead  into  lots  and  blocks,  so  as  to  reduce 
the  quantity  exempt  from  execution  under  the  Code.* 


act  of  the  Legislature,  annexed  and  included  within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Racine, 
against  the  wishes  of  the  owner,  who  still  continued  to  use  it  for  agricultural  purposes 
only,  and  to  occupy  it  as  his  homestead.  The  court  held  that,  after  its  annexation  to 
the  city,  the  right  of  homestead  therein  was  no  longer  governed  hy  the  provisions  of 
the  law  relating  to  rural  homesteads.    See  Bramhle  v.  Twilley,  41  Mli  435. 

1  Code  Iowa,  ed.  1861,  J  1251. 

'  Finley  v.  Dietrick,  12  Iowa,  516.  Baldwin,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  **  The  property  claimed  as  exempt  never  was,  by  the  complainant  or  any 
other  person,  so  platted.  The  Xjegislature,  by  the  act  extending  the  corporate  limits 
of  Dubuque,  brought  the  property  in  controversy  into  the  city  limits.  Prior  to  this 
act  the  complainant  was  entitled  to  his  land  as  his  homestead;  and  did  this  act  change 
the  right?  We  think  not.  The  owner  of  a  homestead,  his  wife  concurring,  may  dis- 
pose of  the  same  in  any  manner  that  may  seem  proper;  but,  the  homestead  right 
having  once  legally  attached,  it  cannot  be  taken  away  without  the  consent  of  the 
ovmer.  The  owner  has  a  right  to  plat  his  homestead,  and  to  divide  it  into  lots  for 
town  or  city  purposes ;  and  when  so  platted,  and  the  plats  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
he  cannot  claim  the  homestead  in  acres,  but  an  incorporated  city  or  legislature  cannot 
compel  him  to  so  subdivide  his  property.  The  value  of  the  homestead  cannot  change 
the  right  of  the  owner  to  its  exemption.  The  law  confers  this  bounty  upon  both  the 
rich  and  poor.  The  creditor  gives  credit  with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  law,  and,  if  the 
whole  of  the  debtor's  wealth  is  in  his  homestead,  it  is  free  from  the  reach  of  the 
creditors."  Wright,  J.,  dissented.  A  similar  view  has  been  taken  of  the  question  in 
Texas,  but  upon  groimds  which  do  not  involve  the  constitutional  question  here  under 
discussion.  Taylor  v.  Boulware,  17  Texas,  74 ;  Bassett  v.  Messner,  80  Texas,  604 ; 
Nolan  V.  Reed,  88  Texas,  425 ;  see,  also,  Kagland  v.  Sogers,  84  Texas,  617 ;  a.  c,  42 
Texas,  422;  Iken  v.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  195;  Sarahas  v.  Fenlon,  5  Kan.  592. 
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§  15.  Continaecl — Leir^Iative  ExceptioiiB  declared  valid.  — 

In  Georgia  the  question  arose  under  a  statute  providing  that  the 
existing  homestead  exemption  should  not  obtain  as  against  debts 
contracted  for  the  purchase  of  the  particular  property;^  and  it 
was  held  that  such  statute  was  retrospective,  and  that,  in  its 
operation  upon  preexisting  contracts,  it  was  valid.*  The  reason- 
ino"  of  the  court  was  that  such  a  statute  did  not  diminish ^  but 
enlarged,  the  remedy  of  the  creditor,  and  that  it  hence  did  not 
impair,  but  increased,  the  obligation  of  the  contract ;  and  that 
the  homestead  exemption  is  a  privilege,  a  matter  of  grace  or 
favor,  and  not  a  vested  right.* 

1  Ga.  Act  Feb.  27,  1874. 

*  Sparger  v,  Cumpton,  54  Ga.  866 ;  Harris  v,  Glenn,  56  Ga.  94.  In  South  Carolina 
it  has  been  held  that  the  exception  in  the  Constitution  of  1868,  and  the  acts  of  Assembly 
since  passed,  that  the  family  homestead  shall  not  be  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  for 
debts  contracted  in  the  erection  of  improvements  thereon,  applied  to  debts  contracted 
for  such  purpose  before  the  Constitution  was  adopted.  Allen  v.  Harley,  8  S.  C. 
(N.  8.)  412. 

»  In  the  former  case  McCay,  J.,  said:  "The  contract  in  this  case  is  the  debtor's 
agreement  to  pay.  The  constitutional  provision  is  that  this  obligation  shall  not  be 
impaired.  The  courts  have  held  that  materially  to  lessen  the  remedies  lessens, 
weakens,  and  impairs  this  obligation.  No  court  has  ever  held  that  the  remedy  cannot 
be  enlarged,  since  in  no  sense  can  that  impair  the  obligation  to  pay.  The  debtor's 
promise  is  absolute.  The  contract  casts  on  him  tlie  obligation,  to  pay.  No  additional 
remedy  can  add  to  that  obligation.  No  law,  however  harsh,  the  object  and  effect  of 
which  is  to  compel  men  to  do  what  they  have  promised  to  do,  can,  in  any  sense,  be 
said  to  add  to  the  promise — increase  the  obligation.  It  may,  too,  be  remarked  that 
there  is  no  constitutional  prohibition  against  increasing  or  adding  to  the  obligation  of 
a  contract ;  and,  if  a  state  were  to  pass  a  law  that  contracts  made  at  one  rate  of  interest 
should  bear  a  higher  rate,  there  is  nothing  in  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States 
making  such  a  law  void.  It  was  impairing — lessening — the  obligation  of  contracts  that 
was  the  evil,  and  the  Constitution  leaves  the  states  free  to  pass  any  laws  they  please 
which  may  increase  or  strengthen  the  obligation ;  so  that,  if  the  effect  of  the  act  of 
1874  is  to  put  a  debtor  under  a  greater  obligation  to  pay  his  debts  than  he  was  before, 
article  1,  section  10,  paragraph  1,  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  does  not 
make  the  act  invalid.  That  only  prohibits  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts — 
lessening  the  liability  of  the  promisor.  It  was  left  to  the  states  to  leg^late  at  their 
discretion  so  as  to  strengthen  and  increase  the  obligation,  I  suppose,  on  the  idea  that 
it  was  impossible  to  add  to  the  obligation,  that  being  in  its  nature  absolute.  At  any 
rate,  the  states  are  not  prohibited  from  inereajdng  this  obligation  by  better  remedies ; 
nor  does  the  act  of  1874  impair  any  vested  right  in  the  debtor  or  his  family.  It  seems 
absurd  to  say  that  a  debtor  can  have  a  vested  right  to  keep  property  against  a  debt 
contracted  for  its  purchase,  or,  indeed,  a  vested  right  in  any  exemption.  As  to  him 
the  law  grants  the  exemption  as  a  boon,  and  because  the  state  does  not  care  to  lend  its 
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§  16.  Continaecl  —  Liegislative  Exceptions  declared  void. — 
It  mast  be  obvious,  however,  that,  where  the  Constitution  of  a 
state  provides  for  a  homestead  exemption  and  defines  such  exemp- 
tion in  any  distinct  paiticular,  the  Legislature  cannot  diminish  the 
exemption  in  that  particular  without  an  express  grant  of  power 
in  the  Constitution  so  to  do.^  Thus,  if  the  Constitution  provided 
that  there  should  be  exempt  from  forced  sale  in  the  hands  of 
every  citizen  of  the  state  a  homestead  consisting,  in  the  country, 
of  160  acres  of  land,  and  of  the  value  of  $2,000,  a  legislative 
act  providing  that  the  rural  homestead  should  consist  of  but  eighty 
acres  of  land,  and  should  not  exceed  $1,000  in  value,  would  be 
clearly  void.  So,  if  the  Constitution  provided  that  the  exemp- 
tion should  be  good  as  against  all  debts^  the  Legislature  could  not 

aid  to  push  an  unfortunate  to  the  wall.  Its  own  public  policy  requires  it,  and  that 
alone  is  the  object.  The  exemption  is  not  a  right  of  the  debtor.  Perhaps,  after  a 
homestead  is  laid  off,  under  our  law  the  wife  or  children  have  vested  rights;  but,  until 
then,  even  they  have  none.  If  there  be  nothing  in  the  act  of  1S74  impairing  the 
obligation  of  the  contract  entered  into  between  the  parties  on  the  day  the  contract  on 
which  this  judgment  was  obtained  was  made,  then  the  right  to  the  homestead  as 
against  the  debt  must  stand  according  to  the  law  at  the  time  the  homestead  is  applied 
for.  It  is  then  the  favor  is  asked — it  is  then  the  state  is  appealed  to  to  declare  the 
exemption.  No  right  is  vested,  until  this  is  done,  in  any  one.  Could  not  the  state 
repeal  all  these  laws?  Is  it  possible  that  the  right  to  go  into  bankruptcy,  or  to  take 
the  homestead,  is  a  vested  right?  Could  not  the  state  restore  imprisonment  for  debt, 
even  as  to  past  contracts?  These  are  not  rights  in  debtors.  They  are  only  declara- 
tions by  the  state  that  it  will  not  exercise  its  power  in  favor  of  creditors  to  this  extent; 
and  it  is  competent  to  exercise  such  power  w^henever  the  proper  law-making  power 
sees  fit  to  determine  otherwise."    Spaiger  v,  Cumpton,  54  6a.  859. 

In  the  second  case  Bleckley,  J.,  said:  "Debtors  have  no  vested  right  not  to  pay 
their  debts.  What  they  have,  and  what  they  acquire,  the  state  may  subject  to  legal 
process  for  the  satisfaction  of  creditors.  K  the  state  will  furnish  the  process  and  allow 
it  to  run,  nothing  that  debtors  own  is  beyond  its  reach.  There  is  no  fastness  that  can 
afford  shelter  against  the  public  authority.  Exemption  of  property  from  levy  and 
sale  for  the  payment  of  debts  is  but  a  privilege  for  the  time  being — mere  grace  and 
favor — dependent  on  the  will  of  the  state.  An  exemption  which  exists  by  statute 
may  be  reduced  or  withdrawn  by  statute,  and  even  constitutional  exemptions  may  be 
terminated  by  the  same  power  that  created  them — the  people — expressing  their 
sovereign  will  by  amendment  of  the  organic  law.  Exemption  is  but  a  statutory  or 
constitutional  shield,  which  being  removed,  the  exposure  to  process  is  the  same  as  if  it 
had  never  been  interposed.  13  Wis.  288;  Cooley*s  Const  Lim.  883;  83  Ga.  (Supp.) 
88.  So  long  as  the  law  exists  by  which  exemption  is  granted  and  secured,  the  right 
to  enjoy  the  exemption  exists,  and  should  have  the  same  protection  from  judicial 
tribunals  that  is  accorded  to  any  other  right  But,  when  thu  law  is  gone,  the  right  is 
g:>ne."    Harris  r.  Glenn.  66  Ga.  9(5. 

1  Martin  v,  Hughes,  67  N.  C.  296. 
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say  that  it  should  not  be  good  as  against  a  pai*ticular  class  of 
debts.  Accordingly,  where  the  Constitution  of  a  state  provided 
that  ' '  a  reasonable  amount  of  property  shall  be  exempt  from 
seizure  and  sale  for  the  payment  of  any  debt  or  liability y**  ^  it 
was  held  that  an  exeniption  law  excepting  from  its  operation 
debts  or  liabilities  for  wages  due  to  clerks,  laborers,  or  mechan- 
ics was  void.^  A  constitutional  provision  which  prescribes  that 
the  homestead  ''  shall  be  exempt  from  a  forced  sale  under  any 
process  of  law,  and  shall  not  be  alienated  without  t!)e  joint  con- 
sent of  husband  and  wife,  *  •  ♦  provided  the  provisions 
of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  process  of  law  obtained  by 
virtue  of  a  lien  given  by  consent  of  both  husband  and  wife,"  etc., 
has  been  held  expressly  to  prohibit  the  Legislature  from  exempt- 
ing the  homestead  from  forced  sale  upon  a  lien  created  by  the 
husband  and  wife  for  a  loan  or  indebtedness.' 

§  17.    Constitutional  Provision  directory  to  Lieiriislatnre*  — 

A  constitutional  provision  that  "  the  Legislature  shall  protect  by 
law  from  forced  sale  a  certain  portion  of  the  homestead  and  other 
property  of  all  heads  of  families  '  *  did  not  of  itself  create 
homestead  rights,  nor  vest  them  in  persons  falling  within  the 
general  description  of  heads  of  families,  but  was  simply  directory 
to  the  Legislature.  It  was,  therefore,  competent  to  provide  that, 
after  a  given  date,  existing  homesteads  should  cease  to  be  such 
unless  the  clannant  should  file  for  record,  in  the  office  of  the  re- 
corder of  deeds,  a  declaration^  describing  ceilain  premises  and 
expressing  an  intention  to  claim  them  as  a  homestead.^ 

§  18.  A  Cliange  in  the  Form  and  Phraseology  of  an  exemp- 
tion law,  by  its  being  embodied  in  a  general  code  of  statute  law, 
will  not  impair  any  rights  which  a  debtor  may  have  acquired  in  a 
homestead  before  the  codification.* 

1  Const  Minn.,  art  1,  {  12. 

'^  Tuttle  V.  Strout,  7  Minn.  465;  Cogel  v.  Mickow,  11  Minn.  475;  Coleman  o.  Bal- 
landi,  22  Minn.  147. 

»  Dunker  r.  Chedic,  4  Nev.  878. 

*  Noble  0.  Hook,  24  Cal  689 ;  compare  Hawthorne  r.  Smith,  3  Nev.  187. 

'*  Bridgman  v.  Wilcut,  4  Greene  (Iowa),  568.  The  homestead  in  this  case  was 
claimed  under  the  Iowa  Homestead  xV.ct  of  1849,  the  debt  having  been  contracted  sub- 
sequently to  that  date.     The  laws  of  Iowa,  including  this  one,  were  codified  in  1851. 
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§  19.  Constraction  in  pari  Materia*  —  Where  there  are  sev- 
eral saccessive  statutes  of  exemption  manifestly  a  part  of  one 
general  scheme,  the  later  ones  enlarging,  restricting,  or  modify- 
ing, but  not  repealing,  the  earlier,  they  will  he  construed  together 
as  a  part  of  one  general  statute.^  Therefore,  the  words  in  the 
Code  of  Tennessee,*  **the  property  exempt  by  law  from  execu- 
tion," embrace  all  propeily  wliich  may  at  any  time  be  exempted 
by  legislative  enactment.*  So,  the  penalty  given  by  a  particu- 
lar statute  against  an  officer  for  selling  exempt  property  applied 
to  subsequent  stjitutes  creating  additional  exemptions,  without 
express  words  in  any  of  the  statutes  indicating  such  an  .ippHciir- 
tion.* 

§  20.  Extra-territorial  Force  of  Exemption  Laws  —  Debtor 
residing  on  State  Line.  —  A  court  will  not,  in  a  controversy 
relating  to  a  seizure  of  goods  in  its  own  state,  give  effect  to  the 
exemption  laws  of  another  state.*  Thus,  where  a  planter  resided 
near  the  line  between  Alabama  and  Mississippi,  his  dwelling 
situated  in  Mississippi,  but  most  of  his  plantation  in  Alabama, 
he  could  not  maintain  trespass  in  the  courts  of  Alabama  against 
an  officer  for  seizing  his  horse  under  an  attachment,  since  the 
stiitnte  of  Alabama,  under  which  he  claimed  his  horse  as  exempt 
from  seizure,  reserved  the  exemption  in  terms  "  for  the  use  of 

The  court,  Greene,  J.,  said :  "  The  homestead  law  in  force  at  the  date  of  the  con- 
tract having  become  a  part  of  it,  the  superseding  of  that  law  by  the  substitution  of 
the  new  law  in  the  Code  cannot  deprive  the  debtor  and  his  family  of  their  homestead 
rights,  nor  could  the  repeal  of  the  homestead  law  weaken  or  impair  the  contracts 
made,  or  divest  rights  acquired,  while  the  law  was  in  force.  The  debtor's  rig..t  to 
the  homestead  was  acquired  under  the  law  of  1849,  and  his  homestead  established 
while  that  law  was  in  force,  and  his  petition  presents  a  prima-fdcie  case,  showing  his 
right  to  the  premises  as  exempt  from  a  forced  sale  under  that  law.  This  right  was  not 
acquired  under  the  Code,  nor  was  it  divested  or  impaired  by  it,  and  still  the  same 
homestead  policy  is  continued  and  protected,  and  the  law  of  1849  is  recognized  by  the 
Code." 

»  Merriman  v.  Lacefield,  4  Heisk.  221 ;  The  State  v.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  300. 

»  J  2288. 

'  Merriman  e.  Lacefield,  4  Heisk.  221. 

*  The  State  v.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  390. 

*  Boykin  v.  Edwards,  21  Ala.  261 ;  Morgan  v,  Neville,  74  Pa.  St.  52 ;  Newell  v. 
Hayden,  8  Iowa,  140 ;  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  3  Iowa,  287 ;  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  ». 
May,  26  Ohio  St  347.  Contra,  Fierce  o.  Chicago,  etc.,  lly.  Co.,  36  Wis.  388;  «.  c, 
2  C.  L.  J.  377. 
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every  family  in  this  states*'  and  neither  he  nor  his  family  resided 
in  Alabama.  Nor  could  he  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption 
law  of  Mississippi,  since  that  could  have  no  force  in  Alabama.^ 

§  21.  Continiied  —  Gamishnient  of  Wages  in  another 
State. — In  the  case  cited  from  Pennsylvania,  Morgan  owed  Neville 
wages  for  labor  contracted  for  and  performed  in  Pennsylvania, 
and  Neville  owed  Shannon  for  goods  sold  to  him  in  Pennsylvania, 
where  the  three  were  residents.  Shannon,  finding  Morgan  in  the 
state  of  Maryland,  sued  out  an  attachment  there,  and  attached 
in  the  hands  of  Morgan  the  amount  due  by  Morgan  to  Neville. 
Morgan  gave  notice  of  this  proceeding  to  Neville.  There  was 
no  evidence  of  any  collusion  between  Shannon  and  Morgan,  the 
garnishee.  Judgment  was  rendered  against  Morgan,  as  garnishee, 
by  default,  and  he  paid  over  the  amount  adjudged  against  him. 
Neville  afterwards  sued  Morgan  in  Pennsylvania,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  pa^'inent  of  the  debt  in  pursuance  of  the  judgment  of 
the  justice  of  the  peace  in  Maryland  was  a  good  defense  to  the 
action.*-^  This  question  frequently  arises  where  the  employer  is  a 
railway  corporation  operating  a  line  of  railway  extending  through 
different  stiites.  A  creditor  of  one  of  its  employees  sends  his  bill 
for  collection  to  an  attorney  in  another  state,  in  which  the  cor- 
l)or!ition  has  offices ;  it  is  there  sued  on ;  the  corporation  is 
served  with  garnishment,  and  judgment  is  rendered  against  it, 
as  garnishpe,  for  the  amount  found  due  the  employee.  The 
employee  has  had  no  notice  of  this  proceeding,  and  afterwards 
sues  the  corporation  for  money  which  it  has  thus  paid,  under 
compulsory  process,  to  his  creditor.  What  is  the  law  of  such  a 
case?  In  Ohio  it  is  held  that  the  employee  cannot  recover.^  But 
the  courts  of  that  state  will  enjoin  their  own  citizens  from  thus 
going  into  another  to  evade  the  exemption  laws  of  their  own 
state.* 

§  22.  Continued — Rule  in  Wisconsin. — In  the  case  quoted 
from  Wisconsin  a  different  view  was  Uiken.     There,  a  I'ailway 

*  Boykin  v,  Edwards,  aup'a. 

*  Morgan  v.  Neville,  74  Pa.  St  52. 

»  Baltimore,  etc.,  R.  R.  Ck).  v.  May,  26  Ohio  St  C47. 
«  Snook  V.  Snetzer,  25  Ohio  St  516. 
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corporation  existed  under  the  laws  both  of  Illinois  and  Wisconsin, 
and  a  portion  of  its  road  lay  in  each  of  those  states.  Now,  in 
Wisconsin  there  was  a  law  exempting  the  waijes  of  certain  per- 
sons, to  tiie  extent  of  the  amount  due  for  sixty  days'  work,  from 
attnchinent  or  execution ;  but  whether  there  was  such  a  law  in 
Illinois  the  case  did  not  ascertain.  The  company  owed  one  of 
its  employees  a  debt.  This  employee  resided  in  Wisconsin,  and 
the  debt  was  exempt  from  attachment  under  the  Wisconsin  law. 
A  creditor  of  this  employee,  who  also  resided  in  Wisconsin, 
bnmght  suit  against  him  by  attachment,  in  Chicago,  Illinois, 
garnished  the  defendant  company,  who  answered  to  the  fiict  of 
their  indebtedness  to  the  employee,  and  upon  their  answer  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  them  and  satisfaction  had.  These 
proceedings  were  wholly  ex  partem  so  far  as  the  employee  was 
concerned.  The  question  in  the  case,  therefore,  was.  Can  the 
employee  of  the  defendant  company  sue  it  in  Wisconsin  and 
recover  his  wages,  notwithstanding  the  defendant  company  has 
paid  such  wages  to  the  employee's  creditor,  under  compulsory 
process,  in  Illinois?  The  court  held  (1)  that  it  was  their  duty 
to  notify  him  of  the  proceedings ;  (2)  that  it  was  their  duty  to 
set  up  the  defense  that  the  wages  were,  under  the  laws  of  Wis- 
consin, exempt  from  execution  ;  (3)  that  they  would  presume  the 
exemption  law  of  Illinois  to  be  the  same  as  that  of  Wisconsin  — 
which  was  not  the  fact.* 

§  23.  Rule  in  Iowa  —  Conclusion.  —  This  case  has  been 
severely,  perhaps  unduly,  criticised,^  and  has  been  pronounced 
by  an  able  text-writer  "  utterly  indefensible."'^  Its  authority  is 
denied  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  which,  on  a  similar  state 
of  facts,  holds  that  the  garnishee  owes  no  duty  to  its  employee 
to  defend  the  suit  for  him,  nor  even  to  notify  him  of  the  pro- 
ceedings. The  court  says :  **  It  certainly  would  be  far  from 
reasonable  to  require  a  corporation  employing  hundreds  of  men 
to  be  so  familiar  with  the  domestic  relations  of  its  employees  as 
that  all  its  oflGicers  upon  whom  legal  service  of  garnishment  might 

1  Pierce  v.  Chicago,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.,  33  Wis.  388. 
»  2  C.  L.  J.  874,  878,  447. 
'  Freem.  on  Ex.,  {  209,  note. 
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be  made  should  have  knowledge  that  a  particular  employee  was 
a  married  man.  Further,  it  seems  to  us  that  the  rule  established 
in  that  case  ignores  the  fact  that  the  proceedings  in  garnishment 
were  entitled  to  full  faith  and  credit  as  a  judgment  of  a*  sister 
state ;  and  that,  being  proceedings  in  rem^  and  the  debt  being 
condemned  by  a  court  having  jurisdiction,  the  judgment  cannot 
be  contested  in  another  state  by  a  party  to  the  record  claiming 
the  property.'**  The  doctrine  that  the  garnishee  is  bound  to 
claim  the  exemption  for  the  defendant  in  the  attachment  is  cer- 
tainly a  novelty.  Numerous  cases  hold  that  an  exemption  is  a 
personal  privilege,  to  be  claimed  or  not  as  the  debtor  may  choose. 
The  garnishee  cannot,  in  most  cases,  know  whether  he  desires  to 
claim  it  or  waive  it.  In  Ohio  it  is  held  that  the  garnishee  cannot 
claim  it.*  The  Wisconsin  court,  then,  in  eflect  announces  the 
piinciple  that,  under  such  circumstances,  it  is  the  duty  of  one 
man  to  enter  gratuitously  upon  the  defense  of  another  man's 
lawsuit. 

§  24.    £xeiiiptloB  from  Executions  from  the  Federal  Courts. 

—  In  an  early  case  determined  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States  it  is  said  :  **  It  cannot  certainly  be  contended,  with 
the  least  color  of  plausibility,  that  Congress  does  not  possess  the 
uncontrolled  power  to  legislate  with  respect  both  to  the  form  and 
effect  of  executions  issued  upon  judgments  recovered  in  the 
courts  of  the  United  States.  The  judicial  power  would  be  in- 
complete, and  entirely  inadequate  to  the  purposes  for  which  it 
was  intended,  if,  after  judgment,  it  could  be  arrested  in  its  prog- 
ress and  denied  the  right  of.  enforcing  satisfaction  in  any  man- 
ner which  shall  be  prescribed  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
The  authority  to  carry  into  complete  effect  the  judgments  of  the 
courts  necessarily  results,  by  implication,  from  the  power  to 
ordain  and  establish  such  courts.  But  it  does  not  rest  altogether 
upon  such  implication ;  for  express  authority  is  given  to  Con- 
gi'ess  to  make  all  laws  which  shall  be  necessary  and  proper  for 
carrying  into  execution  all  the  powers  vested  by  the  Constitution 
in  the  government  of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  department  or 

I  Moore  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  <&  Pacific  R.  R.  Co.,  43  Iowa,  38S. 
»  Conley  v,  Chilcote,  26  Ohio  St.  320. 
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officer  thereof.  The  right  of  Congress,  therefore,  to  regulate  the 
proceedings  on  execution,  and  direct  the  mode  and  manner,  and 
out  of  what  property  of  the  debtor  satisfaction  may  be  obtained, 
is  not  to  be  questioned."* 

§  25.  CoBtinued  —  Legislation  of  Congress  affecting  the 
Subject.  —  Tiie  ''Process  Act"  of  1789*  provided  that,  "until 
further  prx)vision  shall  be  made,  and  except  where,  by  this  act  or 
Other  statutes  of  the  United  States,  it  is  otherwise  provided,  the 
forms  of  writs  and  executions,  except  their  style  and  modes  of 
process,  *  *  *  in  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts,  in  suits 
at  common  law,  shall  be  the  same  in  each  state  respectively  as  are 
noxo  used  or  allowed  in  the  Supreme  Courts  of  the  same."  This 
act,  it  will  be  observed,  was  confined  to  the ybrm  of  process ;  but 
the  time  and  manner  of  sale,  and  the  particular  goods  and  chattels 
which  were  liable  to  execution  —  unless,  indeed,  all  were  liable  — 
were  not  prescribed.*  This  was  followed  by  the  *«  Process  Act" 
of  1792,*  which  enacted  that  «« the  forms  of  writs,  executions,  and 
other  process  (except  their  style),  and  the  forms  and  modes  of 
proceeding  in  suits  in  those '^  of  common  law,  shall  be  the  same 
as  are  now  used  in  said  courts  respectively,  in  pursuance  of*  the 
preceding  act ;  *  *  *  **  subject,  however,  to  such  alterations 
and  additions  as  the  said  courts  respectively  shall  in  their  dis- 
cretion deem  expedient,  or  to  such  regulations  as  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States  shall  think  proper,  from  time  to  time, 
by  rule,  to  prescribe  to  any  Circuit  or  District  Court  conceniino- 
the  same."  The  purpose  of  this  statute  was  distinctly  pointed 
out  in  a  case  already  cited  .^     It  was  to  adopt  and  conform  the 

>  United  States  Bank  v.  Halstead,  10  Wheat  68,  opinion  by  Mr.  Justice  Thompson. 
The  same  point  was  ruled  in  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  21,  Chief  Justice  Mar- 
shaU  calling  the  contrary  view  "  a  novel  construction  **  of  the  Constitution,  and  con- 
cluding that  '*  no  doubt  whatever  is  entertained  on  the  power  of  Congress  over  the 
subject"  For  a  decision  asserting  the  independence  of  the  Federal  courts  as  to  their 
own  process  see  Butz  v.  Muscatine,  8  Wall.  676. 

'  Act  Sept  29,  1789 ;  1  U.  S.  Stat  98. 

»  See  Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat  27 ;  United  States  Bank  v,  Halstead,  10 
Wheat  57. 

*  Act  May  8,  1792,  J  2 ;  1  U.  S.  Stat  27G. 

^  This  is  the  reading  in  the  Statutes  at  Large  of  Little  <&  Brown ;  but  this  is  mani* 
festly  a  clerical  error  in  the  enrolled  bill,  or  a  misprint 

*  United  States  Bank  v.  Halstead,  10  Wheat  60. 
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process  and  proceedings  of  the  Federal  courts  in  suits  at  law  to  the 
state  process  and  proceedings,  as  a  general  rule^  but  under  such 
guards  and  checks  as  might  be  necessary  to  insure  the  due  exer- 
cise of  the  powers  of  the  courts  of  the  United  States.  These  courts 
had  authority,  therefore,  from  time  to  time,  to  alter  the  process  in 
such  manner  as  they  should  deem  expedient,  and  likewise  to 
make  additions  thereto,  which  necessarily  implied  a  power 
to  enlarge  the  effect  and  operation  of  the  process.  The  exercise 
of  this  power  was,  to  be  sure,  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  courts  ; 
but  the  object  and  purpose  for  which  it  was  given  was  so  plainly 
marked  that  it  was  hardly  to  be  presumed  the  courts  would  omit 
carrying  it  into  execution  without  some  substantial  reason.  And, 
the  better  to  insure  this,  authority  was  given  to  the  Supreme 
Court  to  prescribe  to  the  Circuit  and  District  Courts  such  regu- 
lations on  the  subject  as  it  should  think  proper.  Should  this 
trust  not  be  duly  and  discreetly  exercised  by  the  courts,  it  was  at 
all  times  within  the  power  of  Congress  to  correct  the  evil  by  more 
specific  legislation.  "But,"  the  court  added,  «*  so  long  as  the 
courts  of  the  United  States  shall  make  such  alterations  or  addi- 
tions in  their  process  of  execution  as  only  to  reach  propei'ty  made 
subject  to  execution  from  the  state  courts^  there  would  seem  to  be 
no  just  ground  for  complaint.  When,  therefore,  the  law  of  Ken- 
tucky made  land  subject  to  executions,  it  was  carrying  into  effect 
the  spirit  and  object  of  the  act  of  Congress  for  the  Circuit  Court 
so  to  alter  and  add  to  the  form  of  its  execution  as  to  authorize 
the  taking  and  selling  of  the  debtor's  land."  ^  But  in  doing  this 
the  Federal  court  was  liot  bound  by  a  condition  annexed  by  the 
law  of  Kentucky  to  this  power  to  sell  the  debtor's  land,  namely, 
that  it  should  bring  two-thirds  of  its  appraised  value.^  Nor 
was  it  bound  by  a  law  of  Kentucky  permitting  the  defendant  to 
give  a  replevin  bond,  payable  in  two  years,  unless  the  plaintiff 
would  indorse  on  the  execution  that  notes  of  the  Bank  of  Ken- 
tucky, or  of  the  Bank  of  the  Commonwealth  of  Kentucky,  would 
be  received  in  payment.' 


*  United  States  Bank  o.  Halstead,  10  Wheat  60,  per  Mr.  Justice  Thompson. 

2  Jhid, 

^  "Wayman  v.  Southard,  10  Wheat.  1. 
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§  26.  ContinQed  —  Act  of  1828.  —  The  3d  section  of  the 
Process  Act  of  1828  ^  provides  that  "  writs  of  execution  and  other 
final  process  issued  on  judgments  or  decrees  rendered  in  any  of 
the  coiii-ts  of  the  United  States,  and  the  pivceedings  thereupon^ 
shall  be  the  same  (except  their  style)  in  each  state  respectively 
as  are  now  used  in  the  courts  of  such  state  ;  ♦  ♦  *  provided, 
however,  that  it  shall  be  in  the  power  of  the  courts,  if  they  see  fit 
hi  their  discretion,  by  rules  of  court,  so  far  to  alter  final  process  in 
said  courts  as  to  conform  the  same  to  any  change  which  may  be 
adopted  by  the  Legislatures  of  the  respective  states-  for  the  state 
courts.'*  This  act,  passed  soon  after  the  decision  of  the  cases  of 
Wayman  v.  Southard  and  United  States  Bank  v.  Halstead, 
already  cited,  was  intended  as  a  legislative  sanction  to  the 
opinions  of  the  court  in  those  cases.*  The  distinguishing  feature 
of  these  laws  was  that  they  successively  adopted  the  state  laws 
relating  to  executions  in  force  at  the  time  of  their  passage.*  They 
did  not  adopt  subsequent  state  laws  aflfecting  executions,  but 
clothed  the  Federal  Circuit  Courts  with  authority  to  conform  their 
rules  relating  to  final  process  so  as  to  correspond  with  alterations 
in  the  state  laws  on  the  subject.* 

§  27.    Did  it  adopt  subsequent  State  Exemption  Liaws?  — 

Following  out  the  analogy  of  these  decisions,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Tennessee  have  held  that,  as  final  process  could,  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1828,  under  the  then  existing 
laws  of  Tennessee,  be  levied  on  the  only  horse  of  a  debtor,  and 
no  subsequent  act  of  Congress  having  been  passed,  and  no  rule 
of  the  Federal  court  to  the  contrary  having  been  adopted,  a  levy 
by  the  United  States  marshal  upon  the  only  horse  of  a  debtor, 

»  Act  May  19,  1828,  }  8 ;  4  U.  S.  Stat  281. 

•  Ross  V,  Duval,  18  Pet.  64,  per  McLean,  J, 

'  Catherwood  v,  Gossett,  2  Curt.  94 ;  Rogers  v.  McKenzie,  1  Heisk.  614. 

«  Beers  v.  Haughton,  9  Pet  868 ;  Ross  v.  Duval,  18  Pet  64.  The  act  of  1828  did 
not  adopt  subsequently  enacted  iiisolvent  laws  of  the  states.  Catherwood  v.  GK)8sett, 
supra.  It  adopted  as  part  of  the  proceedings  on  executions  the  rights  secured  by  the 
then  existing  laws  of  the  state  to  one  imprisoned  to  have  the  privilege  of  the  jail 
limits.  The  United  States  v.  Knight,  14  Pet  301 ;  a.  c,  8  Sumn.  868 ;  Hopkins*  Case, 
2  Curt  667.  It  adopted,  as  a  part  of  the  process  of  the  national  courts,  the  forth- 
coming bond  as  it  existed  in  any  particular  state  at  the  date  of  its  passage.  Amis  v« 
Smith,  16  Pet  803. 
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made  since  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1828,  was  legal,  aud  the  pur- 
chaser at  the  marshal's  sale  acquired  a  good  title.^  So,  in  a  case 
decided  by  Mr.  Justice  McLean  at  circuit ;  the  proceeding  was  in 
chanceiy,  a  receiver  had  been  appointed,  and  the  state  Legisla- 
ture had  passed  a  law  exempting  certain  articles  of  propei-tj  from 
execution  in  addition  to  those  previously  exempted ;  a  motion 
was  made  to  extend  to  the  insolvent  the  exemption  under  the 
recent  act,  but  the  coui*t  held  that  the  previous  act,  under  which 
the  proceedings  were  commenced,  and  which  had  been  adopted 
by  the  courts  should  govern  the  case.*  But  in  a  well-considered 
case  determined  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Northern  District  of  Ohio,  in  1859,  a  different  conclusion  was 
reached,  the  court  holding  that  the  family  homestead  of  the  head  of 
a  family  is  exempt  from  sale  on  a  judgment  rendered  by  a  court  of 
the  United  States  in  the  same  manner  as  upon  a  judgment  of  a 
state  court.' 

*  Bogers  v.  McKenzie,  1  Heisk.  614,  opinion  by  Nicholson,  0.  J. 

*  Lawrence  v,  Wickware,  4  McLean,  66. 

'  Manufacturers  &  Farmers*  Bank  v.  Bayless,  1  Western  Law  Monthly,  266.  This 
publication  is  out  of  print,  and  accessible  to  but  a  few  members  of  the  profession.  I, 
therefore,  give  that  portion  of  the  opinion  of  the  court  which  relates  to  this  question, 
for  which  I  am  indebted  to  the  politeness  of  G.  H.  Wald,  Esq.,  of  the  Cincinnati  bar : 
**  Wilson,  J.  A  motion  is  made  to  set  aside  the  appraisal  in  this  case,  and  the  reason 
assigned  is  that  the  defendant,  at  the  time  of  the  levy  and  appraisal  of  the  land 
described  in  the  marshal's  return  upon  the  execution,  was  the  head  of  a  fiimily,  and 
that  he  and  his  family  then  resided  upon  the  upper  tract  of  land  included  in  the 
appraisal,  and  which  was  and  is  known  as  the  Millville  farm.  That  the  defendant^ 
prior  to  the  making  of  said  appraisement,  demanded  of  the  deputy  marshal,  under 
whose  direction  said  levy  and  appraisal  were  made,  to  set  off  and  assign  to  said 
defendant  a  homestead  in  the  Millville  farm,  which  said  deputy  marshal  refused  to 
do,  but  caused  said  appraisal  to  be  made  without  reference  to  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion claimed  by  said  defendant. 

"  This  motion  presents  two  questions  for  our  consideration :  (1)  Upon  an  execution 
issued  from  the  United  States  Circuit  Court  in  Ohio,  and  where  the  marshal  in  exe- 
cuting the  writ  levies  upon  land,  has  the  defendant  the  right  to  the  homestead 
exemption  provided  for  by  the  Ohio  statute  of  March  28, 1850?  And  (2),  if  the  state 
law  in  this  particular  is  applicable,  then  is  the  defendant  in  this  case  entitled  to  its 
benefit?  The  1st  section  of  the  state  law  of  March  28, 1850,  provides  that  from  and 
after  July  4,  1860,  the  homestead  of  each  head  of  a  family  shall  be  exempt  from  sale 
on  any  judgment  or  decree  rendered  on  any  cause  of  action  after  the  taking  effect  of 
the  act;  provided  that  such  homestead  shall  not  exceed  ^500  in  value.  Swan, 
511.  The  8d  section  of  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  10,  1828,  declares  *  that  writs 
of  execution  and  other  final  process  issued  on  judgments  and  decrees  rendered  in  any 
of  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  and  the  proceedings  thereupon,  shall  be  the  same, 
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§  28.    Difficnlties   of  the  Q^iiestion  —  Conflicts  of   Jnrisdie- 
tion.  —  It  is  obvious  that  this  question  is  not  without  difficulty. 

except  their  style,  in  each  state  respectively  as  are  now  used  in  the  courts  of  such  state, 
saviDg  to  the  courts  of  the  United  States,  in  those  states  in  which  there  are  no  courts 
of  equity  with  the  ordinary  equity  jurisdiction,  the  power  of  prescribing  the  mode  of 
executing  their  decrees  in  equity  by  rules  of  court;  provided,  however,  that  it  shall 
be  in  the  power  of  the  courts,  if  they  see  fit  in  their  discretion,  by  rules  of  court,  so 
far  to  alter  final  process  in  said  courts  as  to  conform  the  same  to  any  change  which 
may  be  adopted  by  the  Legislatures  of  the  respective  states  for  the  state  courts.' 
4  XJ.  S.  Stat.  281.  The  1st  section  of  this  act  expressly  adopts  the  mesne  process 
and  mode  of  proceeding  in  suits  at  comnion  law  then  existing  in  the  highest  state 
court  imder  the  state  laws,  which,  it  has  been  held,  included^ill  the  regulations  of  the 
state  laws  as  to  bail  and  exemption  of  the  party  from  arrest  and  imprisonment.  In 
regard  to  writs  of  execution  and  other  final  process  and  proceedings  thereupon,  the 
3d  section  declares  they  shall  be  the  same  as  were  then  used  in  the  courts  of  the 
state.  There  can  be  no  question  that  the  provisions  contained  in  this  section  relating 
merely  to  the  executions  and  modes  of  proceeding  after  judgment  are  exceptions  to 
the  34th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act  of  1789,  which  enjoins  upon  the  Federal  coarts  the 
adoption  of  the  state  laws  as  rules  of  decision  in  certain  cases.  They  are  exceptions 
because  nothing  is  left  for  implication,  as  Congress  has  legislated  directly  upon  the 
subject-matter.  The  law  is  express  that  executions  and  the  proceedings  thereupon 
shall  be  the  same  as  were  used  in  each  state  on  May  10,  1828,  conferring,  however, 
upon  the  Federal  courts  the  power,  in  their  discretion,  by  rules,  to  so  alter  final  process 
in  said  courts  as  to  conform  the  same  to  any  change  which  might  be  adopted  by  the 
Liegislatures  of  the  respective  states  for  the  state  courts.  It  has  accordingly  been 
oiged,  with  some  plausibility,  that,  inasmuch  as  there  was  no  homestead  exemption 
law  in  force  in  Ohio  on  May  10,  1828,  the  subsequent  enactment  could  have  no  bind- 
ing obligation  in  the  execution  of  process  from  the  Federal  courts  unless  those  courts 
should,  by  rule,  adopt  such  law;  and,  as  this  court  has  adopted  no  rule  upon  this  sub- 
ject, the  defendant  cannot  claim  its  benefits.  This  is  not  a  question  upon  the  mode  of 
proceeding  upon  an  execution.  It  does  not  involve  the  inquiry  how  the  levy  upon 
real  estate  should  be  made,  and  the  duties  of  the  marshal  as  to  the  mode  of  appraisal, 
advertisement,  and  sale ;  but  the  question  here  goes  directly  to  a  rule  of  pi'operty. 
It  relates,  not  to  the  proceeding,  but  to  the  property  proceeded  against  As  an  incident 
of  sovereignty,  the  state  of  Ohio,  through  its  Legislature,  has,  not  only  the  power  to 
declare  what  shall  constitute  a  valid  title  to  real  property,  but  also  the  mode  of  aliena- 
tion of  such  property.  It  certainly  has  power  to  change  the  common  law  in  the  mat- 
ter of  divesting  title,  as  was  done  by  the  act  of  February  28,  1846,  in  relation  to  the 
interest  of  husbands  in  the  estate  of  their  wives.  It  can,  by  a  law  of  limitation,  deter- 
mine when  a  judgment  shall  cease  to  have  any  legal  efiect,  and  by  a  like  law  it  can 
deny  to  the  lawful  owner  the  right  to  recover  possession  of  land.  And  so  it 
can  exempt  to  the  head  of  a  family  a  homestead,  as  provided  in  the  act  of  March  28, 
1850.  This  law  of  exemption  has  a  direct  operation  upon  the  property,  and  has  as 
much  force  as  the  law  which  gives  effect  to  a  title  in  fee  simple  when  obtained  by 
deed.  It  confers  a  right  which  is  not  in  the  power  of  Congress  by  legislation,  nor 
wiUiin  the  province  of  the  Federal  courts  by  rule,  to  divest  This  question  comes 
clearly  within  the  principle  of  the  case  of  Ross  v,  Duval,  13  Pet  46,  where  it  was 
held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  that  the  act  of  the  Legislature  of 
Virginia  in  1792,  to  regulate  proceedings  in  judgment,  was  substantially  and  technically 
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If  statutes  of  exemption  pei*tain  to  the  rights  and  not  merely  to  the 
remedy^  as  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  appears  to 
hold  in  Gunn  v,  Barry ,^  if  they  are  '*  niles  of  decision  "  under 
the  34th  section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,^  are  they  not  as  binding 
upon  the  Federal  as  upon  the  state  jurisdictions?  Is  not  this 
especially  true  in  regard  to  the  homestead  laws,  which  change 
the  methods  of  conveying  real  property,'  and,  in  some  cases, 
even  the  statutes  of  descent?  Are  not  such  statutes,  in  the  fullest 
senge,  rules  of  property,  and,  as  such,  subject  to  be  administered 
by  the  national  courts  as  well  as  by  the  state  couits?  It  seems 
to  have  been  so  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  ; 
for  that  court  held  that  property  exempt  from  execution  under 
the  laws  of  the  state,  which  had  been  levied  on  by  the  United 
States  marshal,  under  an  execution  issued  from  the  United  States 
District  Court,  was  repleviable  from  the  marshal  by  a  suit  brought 
in  a  state  couit.*    Whatever  may  have  been  the  correct  view  as 

a  limitation  on  judgments,  and  was  not,  therefore,  an  act  to  regiilate  process.  It  was 
declared  to  be  a  limitation  law  estahlUhing  a  rule  of  property y  and,  under  the  34th 
section  of  the  Judiciary  Act,  affording  a  rule  of  decision  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States.  This  was  but  a  reaffirmance  of  the  principle  established  by  the  Supreme 
Court  in  the  case  of  Green  v.  Lessee  of  Neal,  6  Pet.  291.  But,  were  this  a  question  of 
practice  merely,  we  should  incline  to  recognize  the  provisions  of  the  state  law,  even 
in  the  absence  of  a  rule  of  court  upon  the  subject.  It  is  far  preferable  to  yield  to, 
than  to  encroach  upon,  state  laws,  especially  in  enforcing  remedies  upon  contracts  en- 
tered into  with  reference  to  these  laws.  And  it  is  administering  justice  in  the  true 
spirit  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  the  United  States  to  conform,  as  nearly  as  prac- 
ticable, to  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  courts  of  the  states.  We,  therefore, 
hold,  on  principles  of  law  as  well  as  upon  considerations  of  comity,  that,  on  execution 
issuing  from  this  court,  the  party  whose  land  is  seized  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
homestead  exemption  in  the  manner  and  to  the  same  extent  that  is  secured  to  the 
judgmentrdebtor  under  the  law  of  the  state." 

1  16  Wall.  610. 

2  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat,  J  721. 

»  Black  V.  Curran^  14  Wall.  468. 

♦  Gilman  v.  W^illiams,  7  Wis.  829.  "It  is  clwmed,"  said  Smith,  J.,  "  in  the  answer 
of  the  appellant,  that  the  horses  taken  and  held  by  him  were  seized  by  virtue  of  an 
execution  issued  out  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  and,  hence,  were  in  the 
custody  of  the  law.  But  how  could  they  be  in  the  custody  of  the  law  unless  the 
deputy  marshal  had  a  lawful  right  to  take  them  into  his  custody?  The  idea  that  an 
unlawful  custody  of  property  can  be  the  custody  of  the  law  is  simply  absurd,  not  to 
say  preposterous.  How  it  can  be  imagined  that  a  deputy  marshal,  or  any  other  execu- 
tive officer  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  can  illegally  seize  the  property 
of  a  citizen — property  outside  of,  and  beyond,  the  purview  of  his  writ — and  yet  chdm 
to  hold  it  in  the  custody  of  the  law  by  virtue  of  such  illegal  seizure,  is  beyond  compre- 
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to  the  application  of  the  state  exemption  Itiw,  it  can  scarcely  be 
controverted  that  the  court  was  wrong  in  holding  that  a  state  court 
can  replevy  property  from  an  officer  of  a  Federal  court  who  has 
seized  upon  it^  —  a  conclusion  which  is  grounded,  not  onh'  in  an 
entire  want  of  jurisdiction  in  one  court  to  meddle  with  the  process 

hension.  It  may  be  asked.  Who  shall  decide  whether  his  custody  is  lawfUl  or  not?  The 
answer  is  suggested  by  the  statement  of  the  proposition,  viz. :  any  judicial  tribunal 
competent  to  try  the  right  or  title  to  property  the  claim  to  which  may  be  disputed. 
If  a  constable,  having  an  execution  issued  by  a  justice  of  the  peace  upon  a  judgment 
in  favor  of  A  against  B,  should  seize  the  property  of  G  to  satisfy  the  same,  would  any 
one  claim  that  he  had  C's  property  in  *  the  custody  of  the  law?  *    The  custody  of  the 
constable  of  property  taken  by  virtue  of  legal  process,  within  the  pur\new  of  his 
authority,  is  as  much  the  custody  of  the  law  as  that  of  a  marshal  of  the  United  States, 
or  sheriff  of  the  county.    It  is  just  such  custody  of  the  property  seized  as  is  warranted 
by  bis  writ    There  is  no  such  thing  as  an  illegal  custody  of  the  law.     It  would  be 
eas}'  to  define,  were  it  necessary,  what  is  meant  in  the  books  and  in  legal  parlance  as 
the  custody  of  the  law.    But  until  recently  I  never  heard  it  claimed  that  a  deputy 
marshal  or  sheriff,  armed  with  an  execution  against  one  particular  person,  could  make 
a  foray  into  a  neighborhood  or  commercial  town  and  indiscriminately  seize  upon  the 
property  of  the  inhabitants,  and  justify  his  seizure  and  retention  of  the  same  by  virtue 
of  the  cant  phrase  that  they  were  in  *  the  custody  of  the  law ;  *  that  he  had  the  right  to 
seize  them,  because  they  were  going  into  *  the  custody  of  the  law ;  *  that  his  custody  is 
'  the  custody  of  the  law.'    "When  property  is  lawfully  taken  by  virtue  of  legal  process, 
it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  not  otherwise.    But  it  is  monstrous  to  assume  that 
the  executive  officer  of  any  court  can  unlawfully  seize  property,  with  or  without 
process,  no  matter  which,  and  then  a  claim  can  be  set  up  that  the  custody  which  he 
may  acquire,  whether  legal  or  not,  is  the  custody  of  the  law,  and,  hence,  sacred  in  his 
keeping,  and  to  which  he  may  arbitrarily  apply  the  maxim,  *noli  me  tajiffere.*    That 
djiy  has  gone  by.    The  writ  in  possession  of  the  officer,  by  which  he  assumes  to  act, 
necessarily  prescribes  and  defines  his  authority  in  the  premises,  from  whatsoever  court 
the  same  may  have  been  issued.    Hence  the  custody  of  the  law  must  necessarily  be 
that,  and  that  only,  which  the  officer  had  a  right  to  assume  over  the  specific  property  by 
\  irtue  of  the  prescribed  mandate  contained  in  his  writ.    It  cannot  be  permitted,  nor  is 
it  in  conformity  with  any  recognized  principle  of  law  or  administrative  jurisprudence, 
that  a  marshal  or  deputy  marshal  of  the  United  States,  armed  with  an  execution  or  attach- 
ment against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  an  individual  citizen  named  therein,  may  ransack 
Ibe  whole  state,  seize  upon  the  property  of  any  other  citizen  not  named  in  the  writ, 
dictated  by  malice,  whim,  or  caprice,  or  urged  on  by  the  grasping  or  unscrupulous 
avarice  of  the  judgment  or  attaching-creditor,  and,  having  succeeded  in  acquiring  his 
possession,  claim  that  that  possession  of  the  property  so  acquired  is  the  *  custody  of 
the  law.*    It  is  obvious  that  such  possession  can  be  no  legal  custody,  but  that  the  same 
i^  tortious,  and  that  the  person  aggrieved  thereby  is  entitled  to  the  same  remedy  in 
the  law  as  for  any  other  tortious  act,  and  is  at  liberty  to  choose  his  forum  the  same  as 
in  other  actions  of  tort;  and  we  know  of  no  principle  of  law,  or  of  jurisprudence,  or  of 
judicial  comity,  which  could  require  the  party  aggrieved  by  such  tortious  act  to 
repair  for  his  remedy  to  the  court  from  which  the  process  issued,  and  whose  process 
had  been  transcended  and  abused." 
1  Buck  V,  Colbath,  8  Wall.  340;  Freeman  v.  Howe,  24  How.  450. 

35 


§   29  POLICY   AND   CONSTRUCTION   OF    EXKMITION    LAWS. 

of  a  court  of  another  sovereignty,  but  also  in  the  consideration 
that,  unless  the  courts  of  these  two  independent  jurisdictions  — 
the  Federal  government  and  the  states — refrain  from  meddling 
with  each  other's  process,  there  will  be  no  end  of  unseemly  con- 
flicts between  them.^  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Wisconsin,  while  probably  correct  in  the  view  it  took  of  the  duty 
of  the  marshal,  is  of  no  value  as  an  authority,  because  it  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  decide  anything  in  the  premises.* 

§  29.    Concluding   Observations  —  The   present  Lisw. — By 

the  present  law  of  Congress  "  the  party  recovering  a  judgment 
in  any  common-law  cause,  in  any  Circuit  or  District  Court,  shall 
be  entitled  to  similar  remedies  upon  the  same,  by  execution  or 
otherwise,  to  reach  the  property  of  the  judgment-debtor,  as  are 
now  provided  in  like  causes  by  the  laws  of  the  state  in  which 
such  court  is  held,  or  by  any  such  laws  hereafter  enacted,  which 
may  be  adopted  by  general  rules  of  such  Circuit  or  District  Court ; 
and  such  courts  may,  from  time  to  time,  by  general  rules,  adopt 
such  state  laws  as  may  hereafter  be  in  force  in  such  state  in 
rehition  to  remedies  upon  judgments,  as  aforesaid,  by  execution 
or  otherwise.*  The  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  were 
approved  June  22,  1874;  but  the  word  "now,"  as  above  used, 
probably  refers  to  December  1,  1873,  the  purpose  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  having  been  to  revise  and  consolidate  the  statutes  of  the 
United  States  in  force  on  that  day.*  In  any  event,  then,  the 
homestead  nnd  exemption  laws  of  the  states  in  force  December 
1,  1873,  are  the  law  of  the  Fedeial  courts  in  common-law  causes, 
and  such  laws  subsequently  enacted  are  so  if  the  Federal  courts, 
by  general  rules,  adopt  them.  But  whether  the  homestead  and 
exemption  laws  of  the  states  afiect  the  final  process  of  Federal 

»  Taylor  v.  Carrji,  20  How.  683:  Hagan  v.  Lucas,  10  Pet  400. 

*  Occasionally  the  siate  courts  still  assert  this  assumed  jurisdiction,  as  in  The  People 
V.  Safford,  6  C.  L.  J.  884,  where  the  Supremo  Court  of  Ulinois  adjudged  a  receiver  of 
a  railroad,  appointed  by  a  Federal  court,  gtiilty  of  contempt  for  disregarding  an 
injunction  issued  by  a  state  court  to  the  corporation  whose  property  waa  in  the  custody 
of  such  receiver.  On  the  other  hand,  cases  are  recalled,  though  perhaps  not  reported, 
where  Federal  District  Courts,  sitting  in  bankruptcy,  have  issued  injunctions  to  state 
courts  commanding  them  not  to  proceed  in  certain  attachment  suits! 

»  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  8  916. 

*  See  the  title  of  the  Revised  Statutes ;  also,  title  74  oi'  the  same  work. 
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couils  sitting  in  equity  or  admiralty,  or  at  law  subsequently  to 
December  1,  1873,  in  the  absence  of  any  rule  of  court  adopting 
them,  remains,  it  seems,  an  unsettled  question  —  to  be  put  at 
itist  only  by  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States.  In  proceedings  in  banki*uptcy^  the  District  Courts  of  the 
United  States  administer  the  homestead  and  exemption  laws  of 
the  states  in  force  in  the  year  1871.^ 

§  30.  United  States  Homestead  Act.  —  <«Down  to  18G2, 
Congress  had  never  adopted  the  policy  of  offering  the  public 
lauds  to  those  who  would  cultivate  and  make  permanent  homes 
upon  them,  and  the  act  of  May  20  of  that  year*  is  the  first 
homestead  law  of  the  general  government.  It  would  be  difficult, 
perhaps,  to  point  to  any  enactment  of  the  Federal  Congress 
more  wise  in  conception,  just  in  policy,  and  beneficial  in  results 
than  this.  ♦  ♦  ♦  By  the  act,  a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  is  given  to  any  head  of  a  family,  pos- 
sessing the  required  qualifications,  on  condition  of  settlement,  cul- 
tivation, and  continuous  occupancy  as  a  home  by  the  settler  for 
the  period  of  five  years.  During  this  period  the  settler  is  pre- 
vented from  alienating  any  part  of  it,  or  from  making  any  actual 
change  of  residence,  or  from  abandoning  the  land  for  more  than 
six  months  at  any  time.  If  he  complies  with  the  provisions  of 
the  act,  he  becomes  entitled  to  a  patent  at  the  end  of  five 
years."  ^  By  the  fourth  section  of  the  act,  '*  no  lands  acquired 
under  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall,  in  any  event,  ])ec()me  liable 
to  the  satisfaction  of  any  debt  or  debts  contracted  prior  to  the 
issuing  of  a  patent  therefor."  * 

§  31.    Constitutionality  of   Section  4   of  this   Act.  —  *' The 

terms  of  this  section  clearly  exempt  all  lands  patented  under 
the  act  of  which  it  is  a  part  from  liability  for  any  of  the  debts 
of  the  patentee  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of  the  patent, 
whether  the  lands  are  still  held  by  the  patentee,  or  a  bona-fide 
purchaser  deriving  title  from  him."^     In  1873,  apparently  for 

*  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  J  6045. 

»  12  U.  S.  Stftt.  at  Large,  392. 

•'  Seymour  t'.  Sanders,  '6  Dill.  487,  441. 

*  12  V.  S.  Stat  at  Large,  eh.  75,  g  4;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.  1878,  J  2296. 
a  Russell  V.  Lowth,  21  Minn.  1C7,  168. 
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the  first  time,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,^  its  constitu- 
tionality was  passed  upon  by  an  appeUate  court.  A  judgment 
had  been  obtained  against  one  who  had  taken  title  under  the  act, 
for  a  debt  contracted  before  the  issue  of  the  patent  therefor, 
and  the  land  had  been  sold  to  satisfy  the  judgment.  Whereupon 
a  bill  in  equity  was  brought  to  set  aside  the  sheriff's  certificate 
of  sale,  and  praying  that  the  judgment  be  declared  not  to  be  a 
lien.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  complaint  as  not  stating 
a  cause  of  action,  and  appealed  from  an  order  overruling  the 
demurrer.  He  argued  that  to  contend  that  the  fourth  section 
of  the  act  of  May  20,  1862,  meant  that  for  debts  contracted 
before  issuing  the  patent  the  land  should  never  be  liable,  was  to 
extend  the  scope  of  the  act  far  beyond  the  legitimate  powers  of 
congressional  legislation  prescribed  by  the  Constitution  ;  that  it 
was  an  attempt  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  discriminate  by  law 
between  the  rights  of  citizens  of  the  same  state,  by  saying  that 
one  citizen  might  own  and  hold  160  acres  of  land,  exempt  from 
payment  of  debts  contracted  before  his  patent  issued,  while 
another,  under  the  state  law,  could  hold  only  forty  acres 
exempt;  that  after  the  general  government  had  thus  disposed 
of  land,  it  was  for  the  state  to  regulate  the  rights  of  the  citizens 
in  relation  thereto.  In  affirming  the  decision  of  the  court  below, 
Dixon,  C.  J.,  said:  "In  the  present  case,  we  are  referred  to 
Article  IV.,  section  2,  subdivision  2,  [U.  S.  Const.]  which  pro- 
vides :  '  The  Congress  shall  have  power  to  dispose  of  and  make 
all  needful  rules  and  regulations  respecting  the  territory,  or  other 
propert}',  belonging  to  the  United  States  ;  and  nothing  in  this 
Constitution  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prejudice  any  claims  of 
the  United  Statei;,  or  of  any  particular  state.'  We  are  likewise 
referred  to  subdivision  2  of  Article  VI.,  which  is  in  the  following 
words :  '  This  Constitution,  and  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
which  shall  be  made  in  pursuance  thereof,  and  all  treaties  made, 
or  which  shall  be  made,  under  the  authority  of  the  United  Stiites, 
shall  be  the  supreme  law  of  the  land ;  and  the  judges  in  every 
state  shall  be  bound  thereby,  anything  in  the  Constitution 
or  laws  of  anv  state  to  the  contrarv  not^Wthstanding.'  "  lie 
then  gave  his  views  at  length,  and  continued  as  follows:   "In 

1  Giles  u.  HaUock,  33  Wis.  523. 
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confirmation  of  these  views,  nothing  is  required  beyond  repeating 
the  language  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  a  hite  case,"  and  which  was 
quoted  by  this  court  in  Farrington  v.  Wilson.'  The  Supreme 
Court  say :  «  With  respect  to  the  public  domain,  the  Constitution 
vests  in  Congress  the  power  of  disposition,  and  of  making  all 
needful  rules  and  regulations.  That  power  is  subject  to  no  limita- 
tions. Congress  has  tlie  absolute  right  to  prescribe  the  times,  the 
conditions^  and  the  mode  of  transferring  this  property,  or  any 
pait  of  it,  and  to  designate  the  persons  to  whom  the  transfer 
shall  be  made.  No  state  legislation  can  interfere  with  this  right 
or  embarrass  its  exercise ;  and,  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  any 
attempted  interference  with  it,  a  provision  has  been  usually 
inserted  in  the  compacts  by  which  new  states  have  been  admitted 
into  the  Union,  that  such  interference  with  the  primary  disposal 
of  the  soil  of  the  United  States  shall  never  be  made.'  " 

§  t32.  Continued.  —  This  case  was  followed  by  one  in  Cal- 
ifornia,* in  which  a  party,  having  initiated  a  homestead  claim 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  subsequently  perfected  it 
and  received  a  patent.  Prior  to  the  issue  of  the  patent,  and 
pending  the  proceedings,  he  became  indebted  to  the  defendant 
on  a  promissory  note.  An  action  was  brought  on  the  note,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  patentee,  January  19,  1871. 
The  plaintiff  purchased  the  premises  from  the  patentee  in  Feb- 
niary,  1871,  and  afterwards  brought  this  action  to  enjoin  the 
sale  under  execution.  On  appeal,  the  court  sustained  the  de- 
cision below  granting  the  injunction ;  holding  that,  under  the 
Federal  Constitution,  Congress  is  vested  with  the  exclusive  power 
to  manage  and  dispose  of  the  public  lands  on  such  terms  and 
conditions,  and  subject  to  such  restrictions  and  limitations,  as 
in  its  judgment  will  best  promote  the  public  welfare,  even  if  the 
condition  is  to  exempt  land  from  sale  on  execution  issued  on  a 
judgment  recovered  in  a  state  court  for  a  debt  contracted  before 
the  patent  issues.  So,  in  a  case  in  Minnesota,  decided  i:i  De- 
cember, 1874,  upon  a  similar  state  of  facts,*  the  Supreme  Court 

»  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  18  Wall.  92,  99. 

«  29  Wis.  883,  890. 

»  Miller  o.  Little,  47  CaL  848. 

«  Russell  v.  Lowtb,  21  Minn.  167. 
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sustained  the  conclusions  arrived  at  in  Giles  v,  Hallock.*  Citing 
the  second  subdivision  of  section  2  of  Article  IV.  of  the  Con- 
stitution of  the  United  States,^  the  court  say:  <'The  Supreme 
Court  of  the  United  States,  and  inferior  courts  of  the  United 
States,  have  frequently  passed  upon  the  paragraph  of  the  Con- 
stitution involved  here ;  and  although  the  particular  question 
before  us  has  not  been  determined  by  them,  yet  the  construction 
given  to  this  paragraph  sustains  the  views  we  have  expressed.*'* 
And  in  the  case  of  Seymour  v.  Sanders,*  Judge  Dillon,  speaking 
of  section  4  of  the  Homestead  Act,  in  his  decision  maintaining 
its  validity,  says  :  **  It  is  not  difficult  to  discover  the  reason  for 
this  provision.  A  leading  object  of  the  enactment  was,  to  benefit 
the  poor  man  who  was  unable  to  buy  lands  at  government  price, 
and  receive  his  title  at  once  and  without  conditions  ;  and  it  un- 
doubtedly occurred  to  Congress  that  many  persons  who  had  been 
unfortunate,  and  were  insolvent,  would  avail  themselves  of  the 
act  and  conceiving  that  the  creditor,  in  such  cases,  had  no 
equity  to  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  debt  lands  which  had 
been  given  to  the  debtor  by  the  bounty  of  the  govenmient,  and 
to  protect  the  debtor  and  to  encourage  persons  to  settle  upon 
the  public  domain  under  the  act,  the  fourth  section  was  adopted." 

§  33.  One  cannot  enter  such  Homestead  in  Trust  for  An- 
other.—  In  section  2  of  the  act  of  May  20,  18G2,^  it  is  provided 
that  the  person  applying  for  the  benefit  of  the  act  shall  make  an 
affidavit,  which  shall  state,  among  other  things,  *'that  such 
application  is  made  for  his  or  her  exclusive  use  and  benefit,  and 
that  said  entry  is  made  for  the  purpose  of  actual  settlement  and 
cultivation,  and  not  eit)icr  directly  or  indirectly  for  the  use  or 
benefit  of  any  other  person  or  persons  whomsoever."  It  has 
been  decided  that  under  this  provision  an  entry  of  a  homestead 
in  trust  for  another  is  illegal.^ 

»  33  Wis.  533 ;  atite,  J  31.  x 

'^  See  atite,  g  31. 

'  The  following  eases  are  cited  in  the  opinion  as  construing  the  second  section  of  Ar« 
tide  IV.  of  the  United  States  Constitution :  Baynell ».  Broderick,  18  Pet.  436;  Wilcox 
V.  Jackson,  18  Pet.  498;  United  States  v.  Gratiot,  14  Pet.  62G;  Jourdan  t>.  Barrett,  4 
How.  169,  186;  Irvine  v.  Marshall,  20  How.  658;  Gibson  v.  Chouteau,  18  Wall.  92. 

*  3  Dill.  437,  441. 

»  12  U.  S.  Stat  at  Large,  892 ;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat  1878,  {  2290. 

«  Clark  P.  Bayley,  5  Greg.  343 ;  a.  c,  2  Cent  K  J.  299 ;  Dawson  p.  Merrille,  2 
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§  34.  Liiabilit^  of  such  Homesteads  to  Taxation.  —  Under 
the  second  section  of  the  Homestead  Act,  five  years'  continuous 
possession  is  essential  to  secure  the  right  of  final  entry.  If 
possession  ceases  before  the  lapse  of  five  years,  all  rights  under 
the  act  fail,  and  the  title  remains  with  the  government.  There- 
fore, until  that  time  has  expired,  no  patent  having  been  issued, 
neither  the  land  *  nor  the  improvements  thereon  *  are  subject  to 
taxation  by  the  state.  But  as  soon  as  the  settler,  having  com- 
plied with  all  the  conditions  of  the  act,  has  ac(|uired  the  right  to 
make  his  final  proof  and  settlement,  although  the  patent  may 
not  have  issued,  the  homestead  becomes  liable  to  taxation.  In 
such  a  case,  the  United  States  holds  the  legal  title  as  a  trustee, 
and  not  as  an  owner.* 

§  35.    Validity  of    Incumbrances   on  sncli   Homesteads  be- 
fore Patent  issued.  —  The  question- has  arisen  whether,  under 
section  4  of  the  Homestead  Act,  the  settler  is  restricted  or  dis- 
abled from  mortgaging  or  otherwise  conveying  his   interest  in 
the  premises  before  the  issuing  of  the  patent,  to  secure  a  debt 
contracted  prior  to  tlie  issue  thereof,  and  after  he  has  com[>lied 
with  the  law  to  such  an  extent  as  to  entitle  him  to  a  patent. 
Referring  to  this  question,  the   Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  say:* 
**  Does  the  provision  of  the  act  of  Congress  just  referred  to 
render  invalid  a  mortgage  upon  the  homestead  settler's  interest, 
in   case  no  patent  has   been  issued  to  him?     The  provision  is 
clearly  intended  for  the  protection  of  the  settler.     It  is  not  a 
limit   or   restriction   upon    the    right  he  acquires  to  the  land ; 
neither  does  it  operate   as  a  disability,  forbidding  the  sale  or 
transfer  of  his  interest  in  the  land.     This  view  is  certiiinlv  cor- 
rect  in  case  the  settler  has  done  all  the  law  requires  him  to  do 
in  order  to  obtain  a  patent,  when  he  has  a  right  to  the  patent, 
and  it  has  not  been  withheld  through  his  fault.     In  such  a  case, 
his  right  to  the  bind  would  be  full  and  complete.     ♦     ♦     *     The 

Neb.  119.     See  also  St  Peter  Co.  v.  Bunker,  6  Minn.  192;  Warren  v.  Van  i.runt,  19 
Wall.  t^6. 

1  Long  V,  Culp,  14  Kan.  412. 

^  Commissioners  v.  Shipman,  14  Kan,  582. 

•  Bellinger  v.  White,  6  Neb.  399;  Axtell  v.  Warden,  7  Neb.  182.     See  Carroll  v. 
Safford,  3  How.  441. 

♦  Nycum  v.  McAllister,  88  Iowa,  374,  376. 
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provision  is  intended  as  a  shield  for  his  protection,  and  is  not  a 
weapon  for  the  destruction  of  any  of  his  rights.  In  the  case 
before  us,  defendants  did  not  desire  to  invoke  its  protection,  but 
exercised  their  right  to  convey  the  land  by  the  mortgage,  thus 
creating  a  lien  tliereon.  This  lien,  as  it  was  lawfully  imposed, 
must  be  enforced."  So,  in  a  case  in  Nebraska,^  the  same  view 
was  taken  by  the  couit,  Lake,  C.  J.,  in  his  opinion,  saying: 
**  All  that  Congress  could  have  intended  by  this  section  was  that 
the  owner  of  such  homestead  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  land 
by  virtue  of  legal  process  founded  on  a  debt  contracted  before 
the  patent  issued.  It  was  not  intended  to  do  more  than  protect 
him  against  the  compulsory  payment  of  such  a  debt.  Mark  the 
language  employed :  '  No  land  ♦  ♦  ♦  shall  be  liable,'  etc., — 
that  is,  bound,  or  answerable,  in  law  or  equity.  It  was  intended 
simply  as  a  protection  and  benefit  to  the  owner  of  the  home- 
stead, and  not  as  a  prohibition  upon  his  right  of  alienation  by 
deed  or  mortgage,  and  for  any  valuable  consideration  which  he 
might  choose  to  accept.  It  is  a  benefit  which  he  may  claim  or 
waive,  at  his  own  option."  * 

§  36.    Commutation  nnder  the  Eighth  Section  of  this  Act. — 

By  the  eighth  section  of  the  act,  the  applicant  may  have  the  land 
and  obtain  a  patent  therefor  upon  paying  the  minimum  price, 
etc.,  before  the  five  years  expire.  Now,  if  the  settler  tiikes  the 
benefit  of  this  provision,  does  the  land  still  retain  its  exemp- 
tion from  liability  for  debts  contracted  prior  to  the  issuing  of 
the  patent,  as  provided  in  section  4?  The  Supreme  Court  of 
Oregon  has  answered  this  question  in  the  affirmative,  saying :  • 
'*  Upon  principle,  we  hold  that  land  acquired  as  this,  should  be 
deemed  to  have  been  acquired  under  the  Homestead  Act,  not- 
withstanding the  provisions  of  the  eighth  section,  and  that  a 
[)atent  shall  be  issued  in  such  a  case,  '  as  in  other  cases  provided 
by  law,  on  making  proof  of  settlement  and  cultivation,  as  pro- 
vided by  existing  laws  granting  preemption  rights.'  These 
provisions  of  the  eighth  section  simply  prescribe  a  mode  of' 
commuting  the  homestead,  and  are  appointed  as  the  mode  of 

*  Jones  V.  Yoakam,  5  Neb.  265. 

«  See  also  Watson  v.  Voorhees.  14  Kan.  829;  Cheney  v.  White,  5  Neb.  261. 

•  Clark  V.  Bayley,  6  Oreg.  843,  U6 ;  2  Cent  L.  J.  299. 
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administering  the  act  in  favor  of  those  who  have  availed  them- 
selves of  the  benefits  of  the  first  section  by  complying  with  the 
requirements  of  the  second  /  section,  and  wish  to  pay  money, 
instead  of  time  and  labor,  for  their  land.  The  title  has  its 
inception  and  its  consummation  under  and  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  act.  The  mere  payment  of  money,  under  the 
eighth  section,  ought  not  to  be  treated  as  an  abandonment  of 
the  intention  to  make  a  homestead-claim,  unless  the  law  gives 
that  effect."^ 

§  37.  Widow  of  Settler  may  commute.  —  By  the  second 
section  of  the  act,  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  settler,  his  widow, 
and  in  the  event  of  her  death,  his  heirs  or  devisees,  may  obtain  a 
patent  by  complying  with  the  terms  of  the  act.  It  has  been 
held  that  the  length  of  time  she  is  required  to  occupy  and  culti- 
vate the  land  in  order  to  obtain  a  patent  begins  with  the  time  of 
the  settlement  of  her  husband ;  that  she  may  commute  under 
section  8,  and  receive  all  the  benefits  of  the  act  in  so  doing ;  ^ 
and  that,  upon  her  performing  the  remaining  conditions,  begun 
by  her  husband,  she  takes  a  title  free  from  all  trust  in  favor  of 
the  children  of  herself  and  husband,  whether  adults  or  minors.' 

§  38.    Status  of   the   Product   of   exempt   Property.  —  The 

Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  has  recently  held  that  the 
mere  fact  that  property  (e.  g,^  a  crop  of  corn  or  cotton)  is  the 
product  of  exempt  property  (e.  g.<,  the  homestead)  does  not 
render  it  exempt.^ 

'  In  an  act  to  encourage  the  growth  of  timber  on  Western  prairies,  approved 
March  3,  1873,  there  Is  a  section  (17  U.  S.  Stat,  at  Large,  606,  {  4 ;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat 
1878,  J  2317)  providing  that  "every  person  having  a  homestead  on  the  public  do- 
main, under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  who,  at  the  end  of  the  third  year  of  his 
residence  thereon,  shall  have  had  under  cultivation  for  two  years  one  acre  of  timber, 
the  trees  thereon  not  being  more  than  twelve  feet  apart  each  way,  and  in  a  good, 
thrifty  condition,  for  each  and  every  sixteen  acres  of  such  homestead  shall,  upon  due 
proof  of  the  fact  by  two  credible  witnesses,  receive  his  patent  for  such  homestead." 
Doubtless,  in  case  of  one  obtaining  his  patent  under  this  provision,  he  would  not 
lose  the  benefit  of  section  4  of  the  act  of  May  20,  1862,  but  the  reasoning  in  Clark  v. 
Bayley  (supra)  would  apply. 

*  Perry  v.  Ashby,  5  Neb.  291. 

*  Jarvis  v.  Hoffman,  43  Cal.  314. 

*  Citizens'  National  Bank  v.  Green,  17  Alb.  L.  J.  329 ;  «.  c,  6  Cent.  L.  J.  362. 
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ARTICLE  I. — Domestic  Status:  Family — Head  op  Family. 

§  40.  Object  of  Exemption  Liaws,  Protection  of  the  Fam- 
ily.—  The  protection  of  the  family  from  dependence  and  want 
is  the  expressed  object  of  nearly  all  the  homestead  and  ex- 
emption laws.*  The  immunities  created  by  these  statutes  are 
extended  to  this  association  of  persons,  or  to  the  head  thereof, 
for  the  benefit  of  all  the  members,  under  such  expressions  as 
••householder,  or  head  of  a  family;"'  **head  of  a  family;"' 
*•  every  householder  ♦  ♦  ♦  being  the  head  of  a  family ;  "  * 
••  any  person  being  the  head  of  a  family  and  residing  with 
the  same;"*  'Hhe  property  of  any  one  person  having  a 
wife  or  family;"*   •*  every  debtor  who  is  the  head  of  a  fam- 

1  McKenzie  v.  Murphy,  24  Ark.  167 ;  Tumlinson  v.  Swinney,  22  Axk.  400;  Green- 
wood V.  Maddox,  27  Ark.  656. 

«  Gould's  Ark.  Stat,  ch.  61,  J  29. 

'  Cal.  Civil  Code,  {  1260.  And  in  California  there  is  a  statutory  definition  of  these 
words,  including  in  the  meaning  the  husband,  the  wife,  and  every  person  having  cer- 
tain enumerated  dependent  relations  residing  with  him, 

•  Gen.  Laws  Col.,  {  1848. 

•  Ibid.,  1 1484. 

«  Gen.  Stat  Conn.  456,  {  10. 
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ily;'*'  "  every  houfieholder  having  a  family;'**  "  any  resident 
householder;"*  "head  of  a  family;"*  "occupied  as  a  resi- 
dence by  the  family  of  the  owner;"*  "every  person  residing 
in  this  state  and  being  the  head  of  a  family;"*  ^* bona-fide 
housekeeper  with  a  family ;  "  "  occupied  as  a  residence  and  bona 
fide  owned  by  the  debtor,  having  a  family,  or  mother  or  father, 
or  person  or  persons,  dependent  on  him  for  support;"^  "the 
property  of  a  householder  in  actual  possession  thereof;"* 
*  *  every  householder  having  a  family ; "  *  "  the  homestead  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
owned  and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  this  state ;"^*  "the 
wife,  widow,  and  children  of  every  debtor  who  is  owner  of  a 
homestead,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  occupied  by  himself  or  his 
family;""  "debtor,  being  a  householder  and  having  a  fam- 
ily;"" "  every  person  who  has  a  family,  and  every  widow ;  "  " 
"  homestead  of  each  head  of  a  family ; "  "  "  the  following  prop- 
erty if  owned  by  a  householder  and  in  actual  use ;  "  "  "  heads 
of  families  ; "  "  "to  every  family  ;  "  "  "of  each  head  of  a  fam- 
ily, or  housekeeper;"^  "  eveiy  citizen  of  this  state,  male  or 
female,  being  a  householder  and  having  a  family;""  "every 
householder  or  head  of  a  family  ;  "  *  "of  every  housekeeper  or 
head  of  a  family."  ^ 

>  Code  Ga.  1873,  J  2040. 
«  Rev.  Stat  ni.  497,  J  1. 
»  2  Stat  Ind.  1876,  p.  858,  {  1. 

•  Code  Iowa  1878,  {  8072. 

s  Dafisler'B  Stat  Kan.,  2  2121. 

«  Ibid.,  I  2128. 

»  1  La.  Dig.  Stats.  1870,  p.  701,  {  1. 

•  Rev.  Stat  Me.  628,  J  60. 

•  Qen.  Stat  Mass.  524,  {  1. 

w  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1749,  2  1. 

»  Gen.  Stat  N.  H.  268,  {  1. 

»  4  N.  Y.  Stat  at  Large,  682,  J  1. 

"  4  Sayl.  Stat  Ohio,  2954,  {  1. 

1*  8  Sayl.  Stat  Ohio,  1780,  J  1. 

1*  Gen.  Laws  Oregon,  164,  \  279. 

w  1  Tenn.  Stat  1871,  J  2108. 

17  2  Pasc  Dig.  Laws  Texas,  art  6884. 

M  Rev.  Code  Miss.  1871,  2  2131. 

»  Ihid.,  2  2185. 

M  Const  Va.  1867,  art  11,  2  1  ?  Code  Va.  1878,  p.  1168,  2  L 

»  Gen.  Stat  Vt  1862,  p.  45G,  2  1. 
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§  41.  Exceptions.  —  To  this  general  policy  there  are  some 
exceptions.  The  statute  of  Wisconsin/  of  Minnesota,*  and  the 
Cionstitution  of  1868  of  Arkansas'  extend  the  homestead  ex- 
emption  to  "  any  resident  of  this  state ;  "  and  he  need  not  be  the 
head  of  a  family.*  And  in  Arkansas  a  chattel  exemption  to  the 
extent  of  $2,000  was  accorded  to  "  any  resident  of  this  state."  * 
These  provisions  were  changed  by  the  Constitution  of  1874.* 

§  42.  Husband  and  Wife.  —  In  some  of  the  states  a  home- 
stead may  be  laid  off  on  the  application  of  the  wife  ; '  in  nearly 
all  the  states  the  husband  is  disabled  from  conveying  it  without 
her  consent  —  a  subject  discussed  in  a  future  chapter  —  and,  as 
will  be  seen  in  the  chapter  treating  of  remedies^  in  some  of  the 
states  substantive  remedies  are  given  her  for  its  protection  inde- 
pendently of  the  action  of  the  husband,®  and  in  others  denied.* 
But  the  husband  is,  in  general,  the  agent,  with  full  powers,  of 
the  family.  While  he  may  not  sell  or  incumber  the  homestead 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  yet  he. determines  its  selection, 
is  its  owner  where  he  owns  the  fee,*®  and  he  may,  by  virtue  of  his 
marital  and  parental  authority,  abandon  it  and  compel  the  family 
to  remove  with  him."  But  he  cannot,  in  general,  waive  or 
release  it ;  nor  can  he,  in  Illinois,  work  a  forfeiture  of  it  by  com- 
mitting a  tort,  for  which  a  judgment  is  afterwards  rendered  against 
him.*^  If,  however,  the  title  to  the  fee  is  in  him,  the  homestead 
cannot,  in  Illinois^  be  set  off  to  the  wife ;  he  being  the  "  house- 
holder having  a  family  "  mentioned  in  the  statute,  it  must  be  set 

>  2  Taylor's  Stat.  Wis.  1548.  }  23;  Myers  v.  Ford,  22  Wis.  139. 

*  1  Minn.  Stat,  at  Laige,  1878,  p.  630,  {  165. 
»  Const.  Ark.  1868,  art  12,  J  3. 

*  Greenwood  v.  Maddox,  27  Ark.  659. 

*  Const.  Ark.  1868,  art  12,  J  1 . 

*  Const  Ark.  1874,  art.  9. 

'  Ga.  Code  1873,  J  2022 ;  Bowen  v.  Bowen,  55  Ga.  182 ;  Larence  v.  Evans,  50  Ga.  216 ; 
•  Smith  V.  EzoU,  51  Ga.  670 ;  Cheney  v.  Rodgers,  54  Ga.  168 ;  Page  v.  Page,  60  Ga.  597. 
»  Mix  V.  King,  66  HI.  145 ;  Kelley  v,  Whitmore,  41  Texaa,  647 ;  The  State  v.  Dill, 
60  Mo.  483. 

'  Thorns  V.  Thorns,  45  Miss.  263;  Parker  r.  Dean,  45  Miss.  422. 
w  Richards  v.  Greene,  73  ni.  54. 

»  See  J  276,  post;  Hand  v,  Winn,  52  Miss.  788;  Burson  v.  Fowler,  65  111.  146; 
Brown  v.  Coon,  36  ni.  243. 
«  Conroy  v.  Sullivan,  44  m.  451. 
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oflF,  if  at  all,  to  him.^  And  the  statute  of  Georgia  —  which  enacts 
that,  "  should  the  husband  refuse  to  apply  for  the  aforesaid 
exemption,  his  wife,  or  any  person  acting  as  her  next  friend, 
may  do  the  same,  and  it  shall  be  as  binding  as  if  done  by  the 
husband"  ^  —  does  not  authorize  the  ordinary  to  set  apart  a  home- 
stead to  the  wife  out  of  the  husband's  property,  if  the  husband 
object;  for  the  homestead  system  of  that  state  is  voluntary,  and 
not  compulsory.  The  statute  applies  only  to  cases  where  he 
fails  or  refuses  to  act,  without  objecting,  in  which  cases  his  con- 
sent is  impli  'd.^  If  the  fee  is  in  the  wife,  she  may,  in  Mississippi, 
be  deemed  the  *'  head  of  a  family,"  within  the  Mississippi  act  of 
1865,  and,  as  such,  entitled  to  chiim  a  homestead  as  against  an 
execution  for  her  own  debt;*  and  the  husband  can  do  no  act  — 
as  deceiving  bidders  at  a  sale  —  which  will  estop  her  from  claim- 
ing it,*  since,  by  statute  in  that  state,  no  married  woman  shall 
lose  her  land  by  the  default  of  her  husband.^  In  Missouri  a  wife 
may  hold  personal  property  exempt  from  execution  for  the  debts 
of  her  husband,  without  the  intervention  of  a  trustee,  even  where 
it  has  been  given  to  her  by  parol,  if  the  gift  was  to  her  in  good 
faith  ;^  but  this  is  opening  the  door  to  a  discussion  outside  the 
purpose  of  this  work.  In  Louisiana,  whose  homestead  law  is 
held  to  be  in  derogation  of  common  right,  and,  therefore,  to  be 
strictly  construed,®  a  married  woman  cannot  claim  a  homestead 
out  of  her  separate  estate ;  for  she  is  not  "the  debtor  having  a 
family,  or  mother  or  father,  or  person  or  persons,  dependent 
upon  him  for  support,"  spoken  of  in  the  statute,  and  it  makes 
no  difference  that  in  exceptional  cases  the  wife  may  have  to 
contribute  for  the  support  of  the  family.* 

1  Richards  v,  Greene,  78  HI.  bL 

»  Code  Ga.  1878,  {  2022. 

'  Bowen  v,  Bowen«  56  Ga.  182. 

«  Partee  v.  Stewart,  60  Miss.  720;  Hand  v.  Winn,  62  Miss.  784. 

*  Partee  v,  Stewart,  mpra. 

*  Code  Miss.  1867,  p.  814. 

^  Holthaus  V,  Hombostle,  60  Mo.  489;  compare  Woodford  v,  Stephens,  61  Mo. 
448. 

*  Anttt  J  5. 

'  Fusilier  v.  Buckner,  28  La.  An.  694.  In  this  case  it  was  proven  that  the  married 
woman  had  a  granddaughter  living  with  her,  whom  she  had  imdertaken  to  rear  and 
educate,  the  mother  consenting. 
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§  43.  Substantiye  Rights  of  Infant  Children.  —  In  Georo^ia, 
when  the  homestead  has  been  set  apart  by  the  ordinary,  and  the 
owner  afterwards  dies,  his  children  have  such  a  substantive 
interest  in  it  as  will  disable  the  mother  from  alienating  it  ;^  and, 
if  the  deceased  father  had  neglected  in  his  life-time  to  have  a 
homestead  set  off  to  him,  the  Superior  Court  may  appoint  a 
trustee  to  make  the  proper  application  to  the  ordinary,  on  behalf 
of  his  infant  children,  for  a  homestead  out  of  the  father's  estate.* 
In  Uliuois  the  children  of  an  intestate  widow  take  the  same 
articles  of  personalty  exempt  from  administration  as  the  widow 
of  an  intestate  takes ;  *  and  in  Mississippi  the  children  of  an 
intestate  were  held  entitled  to  a  similar  exemption  where  he  left 
no  widow.*  In  Mississippi  a  statute  granting  a  year '«  support  to 
the  widow  and  children  of  a  deceased  person  conferred  a  sub- 
stantive right  upon  the  children,  which  they  could  asseil  inde- 
pendently of  the  widow,*  or  even  against  her.^  But  the  general 
rule,  applicable  alike  to  the  homestead,  the  chattel  exemption, 
and  the  temporary  allowance  accorded  to  widows  and  orphans,  is 
that,  while  the  parents,  or  either  of  them,  live  and  remain  sui 
juriSy  the  minor  children  have  no  substantive  right  in  these  boun- 
ties which  they  can  assert  independently  of  the  parents,  or  against 
them.  On  the  contrary,  the  rights  of  the  children  are  in  such  sub- 
ordination to  those  of  the  parents  that  whatever  concludes  the 
latter  will  equally  conclude  the  former,^  The  mother  or  surviving 
father,  therefore,  can,  by  abandoning  the  homestead,  deprive  the 
children  of  their  right.®     "During  the  life   of  the  parents  the 

1  Whittle  V.  Samuels,  54  Ga.  548. 
>  Boff  V.  Johnflon,  40  Ga.  555. 
»  Lesher  v.  Wirth,  14  111.  89. 

•  "Whitcomb  v.  Reid,  81  Miss.  567 ;  Womack  v.  Boyd,  81  Mias.  448 ;  Edwards  t», 
McGee,  27  Miss.  92. 

•  Edwards  v,  McGee,  supra;  Womack  r.  Boyd,  supra. 

•  Womack  w.  Boyd,  supra.  These  matters  are  more  fully  considered  in  the  chapter 
on  the  widow  and  orphans'  homestead  and  the  widow's  exemption. 

»  Nevin*s  Appeal,  47  Pa.  St  280;  Howzer.  Howze,  2  S.  C.  232;  Shepard  v.  Brewer, 
65  m.  883 ;  Clubb  r.  Wise,  64  Bl.  157 ;  Brown  r.  Coon,  36  Dl.  248 ;  Wright  v.  Dun- 
ning, 46  ni.  271 ;  Buck  v.  Gonlogue,  49  Dl.  391 ;  MorriU  v.  Hopkins,  36  Texas,  686 ; 
Dawson  v.  Holt,  44  Texas,  174. 

•  Shepard  r.  Brewer,  supra ;  Dawson  v.  Holt,  supra ;  Morrill  v.  Hopkins,  supra^ 
But  in  Texas  the  surviving  father  cannot  sell  the  homestead,  except  to  pay  community 
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children  have  no  vested  interest ;  the  former  have  the  whole  title 
and  the  absolute  right  of  disposition,  without  the  concurrence  or 
consent  of  the  children.  The  parents  may  release  the  homestead 
right,  or  put  an  end  to  it  by  abandonment,  and  the  children  can 
assert  no  right  therein  adversely  to  the  acts  of  the  parents. 
Whatever  concludes  the  latter  from  asserting  the  homestead  nght, 
and  thereby  deprives  them  of  it,  must,  on  principle,  in  like  man- 
ner affect  their  children  who  succeed  them."  ^  *<  We  are  aware," 
said  another  court,  ^*  that  this  view  of  the  law  places  the  destinies 
and  fortune  of  the  offspring  in  the  power  of  the  father ;  but,  in 
forming  general  laws  and  rules,  it  is  questionable  whether  any 
safer  or  more  disinterested  custodian  of  the  rights  and  welfare 
of  the  child  has  ever  been  devised  than  the  father.  That  this 
rule  is  liable  to  abuse  is  not  a  sound  argument  against  it."' 
The  rights  of  orphan  children  under  homestead  and  exemption 
laws  are  discussed  in  detiiil  in  subsequent  chapters. 

§  44.  Wliat  Constitutes  a  Family?  —  This  question  was  con- 
sidered with  reference  to  the  provisions  of  the  Texas  Constitu- 
tions of  1845  and  1866,  providing  for  the  exempting  from  forced 
sale  of  the  property  of  '*all  heads  of  families,"  and  declaring 
*«  the  homestead  of  a  family  exempt  from  forced  sale."  The 
court  holds  the  following  language:  ''Lexicographers,  from 
whom,  in  our  literary  education,  we  derive  all  our  knowledge  of 
the  correct  import  of  words,  tell  us  that  the  word  '  family,'  in 
its  origin,  meant  servants ;  that  this  was  the  signification  of  the 
primitive  word.  It  now,  however,  has  a  more  comprehensive 
meaning,  and  embraces  a  collective  body  of  persons  living  together 
in  one  house,  or  within  the  curtilage,  in  legal  phrase.  This 
may  be  assumed  as  .the  generic  description  of  a  family.  It  may, 
and  no  doubt  does,  have  many  specific  senses  in  which  it  is  often 
used,  arising  from  the  paucity  of  our  own  as  well  as  of  all  other 
languages.  Examining  and  criticising  the  word  in  all  of  its  spe- 
cific uses  and  appropriations,  it  will  be  most  obvious  that  it  was 

debts,  if  it  is  community  property,  so  as  to  deprive  the  children  of  their  share  of  it 
Walker  v,  Tomig,  87  Texas,  519.  But  he  may  dispose  of  his  community  interest 
regardless  of  the  children,  although  it  is  homestead.    Hartman  v,  Thomas,  87  Texas,  90. 

1  Clubb  V.  Wise,  64  HI.  160,  per  Sheldon,  J. 

*  Dawson  v.  Holt,  44  Texas,  179. 
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in  none  of  these  specific  senses  the  term  '  family '  was  used  in  the 
Constitution.  Its  use  in  such  a  sense  would  have  been  objectless 
and  nugatoiy,  because  it  would  be  wholly  impracticable  in  its 
application  to  the  civil  affairs  of  mankind.  It  was  most  cer- 
tainly used  in  its  generic  sense,  embracing  a  household  com- 
posed of  parents  and  children,  or  other  relatives,  or  domestics 
and  servants ;  in  short,  eveiy  collective  body  of  persons  living 
together  within  the  same  curtilage,  subsisting  in  common,  direct- 
ing their  attention  to  a  common  object  —  the  promotion  of  their 
mutual  interests  and  social  happiness.  These  must  have  been 
the  characteristics  of  the  *  family '  contemplated  by  the  framers 
of  the  Constitution  in  ingrafting  this  provision  upon  it.  It  is, 
besides,  the  most  popular  acceptation  of  the  word,  and  is  more 
fully  in  unison  with  the  beneficent  conception  of  the  political 
power  of  the  state  in  making  so  humane  and  wise  a  concession 
as  that  of  the  inviolability  of  a  homestead  from  all  invasion  by 
legal  process."  ^     *'  Having  a  wife  is  having  a  family."  * 

§  45.  Test  of  Liegal  Duly  to  Support.  —  Of  the  questions, 
what  constitutes  a  family  and  who  is  the  head  of  a  family,  a  solu- 
tion easy  and  uniform  in  its  application,  though  frequently  hard 
in  its  results,  might  be  found  in  applying  the  test  of  a  legal  duty 
on  the  part  of  the  so-called  head  of  the  associated  persons  to  sup- 
port the  others,  or  some  one  of  them.  If  the  law  imposes  upon 
him  such  a  duty,  growing  out  of  statuSy  and  not  out  of  contract^ 
then  beyond  all  doubt  he  and  the  persons  to  whom  he  owes  this 
duty,  if  dwelling  together  in  a  domestic  estjiblishment,  constitute 
a  *' family,"  and  he  is  the  '*head  of  a  family."  It  may  be 
thought  surprising  that  a  test  so  simple  and  uniform  has  been 
appealed  to  in  but  a  few  cases.'  But,  when  it  is  considered  that 
this  rule  would,  where  the  common  law  as  to  the  domestic  rela- 
tions remains  unaltered  by  statute,  deny  a  homestead  to  an  un- 
married man,  without  children,  supporting  his  indigent  sisters, 
or  even  his  aged  and  helpless  parents,  it  is  not  a  matter  of  surprise 

^  Wilson  V.  Cochran,  81  Texas,  6S0,  opinion  by  Lindsay,  J. 
>  Kitchen  V.  Buigwin,  21  HI.  40,  45. 

*  Whalen  v,  Cadman,  11  Iowa,  226 ;  Marsh  v.  Lazenby,  41  Ga.  168 ;  Sallee  v.  Waters, 
17  Ala.  486 ;  Sanderlin  v.  Sanderlin,  1  Swan,  441. 
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that  the  courts  have  adopted  the  more  humane  rule  that  a  moral 
duty  ou  the  part  of  the  managing  member  of  the  domestic  associa- 
tion to  support  the  others,  or  some  of  them,  will  be  su£Scient  to 
constitute  the  association  a  family,  and  the  manager  of  it  the  head 
of  a  family.  ^This  "obligation  of  nature,"^  although  it  exists 
witlumt  direct  legal  sanction,  is  said,  in  one  case,  to  be,  '*  in  legal 
contemplation,*'  a  higher  obligation  than  such  as  binds  a  debtor 
to  pay  his  debts  ;  *  and,  in  another,  the  moral  obligation  of  a  father 
to  support  a  dependent  step-son  was  declared  to  be  of  as  high  a 
character  as  the  legal  obligation  to  support  a  mother.  But,  where 
this  legal  duty  of  support  exists,  the  dependent  members  residing 
with  the  one  on  whom  this  duty  is  cast,  all  question  is  excluded  as 
to  whether  di.  family  exists.  Thus,  a  widow  of  a  second  marriage, 
having  with  her  her  minor  children  by  a  former  husband,  was  en- 
titled, out  of  the  estate  of  her  last  husband,  to  an  allowance  sriven 
by  statute  to  "  the  widow  and  h&r  family ;  "  ''for,  if  the  husband 
take  the  wife's  child  into  his  own  house,  he  is  then  considered 
9k&  ^tdLivAmg  in  loco  parentis y  and  is  responsible  for  the  mainte- 
nance and  education  of  the  child  so  lon^:  as  it  lives  with  him."  * 

§  46.  Test  of  Condition  of  Dependence. — Most  of  the 
cases,  then,  remit  us  to  the  lower  and  looser  test  of  a  moral  obli- 
fi-ation,  or,  as  it  is  sometimes  better  termed,  an  "  obligation  of 
nature,"  on  the  part  of  the  head  and  manager  of  the  association 
to  support  the  others,  or  some  of  them.  The  existence  of  this 
obligation  implies,  on  the  part  of  the  members  of  the  association 
in  whose  favor  it  exists,  a  corresponding  ^Xxit^  oi  dependence  upon 
the  one  from  whom  it  is  due.  And,  hence,  there  are  cases  which 
say  that,  to  constitute  family  within  the  meaning  of  such  stat- 
utes, there  must  l)e  a  condition  of  dependence,  and  not  a  mere 
ao-srrecration  of  individuals.*  And,  whether  referrinor  to  it  in 
direct  language  or  not,  this  is  a  test  upon  which  all  the  cases 

1  Connaughton  v.  Sands,  32  Wis.  387 ;  Wade  v.  Jones,  20  Mo.  76 ;  Blackwell  «. 
Broughton,  66  Ga.  390. 
"^  BlackweUr.  Broughton,  66  Ga.  390.  This  case  must  be  read  with  Marsh  v.  Lazenby, 

41  Ga.  890. 
»  McMurray  v.  Shuck,  6  Bush,  111. 

*  Sanderlin  v,  Sanderlin,  1  Swan,  441 ;  see  2  Kent's  Com.  192. 

*  AUen  V,  Manasse,  4  Ala.  664 ;  Bailee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  488. 
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unite.  IIlustratioDS  of  principle  recur  constantly  in  this  article ; 
but  some  occur  in  the  books  which  are  too  obvious  to  require 
more  than  a  mere  mention  —  such  as  the  case  of  a  sin^^le  woman 
suppoiling  a  dependent  infant  son.^ 

§  47.  Relation  of  Master  and  Servant,  Employer  and  Em- 
ployee.—  The  family  relation  is  obviously  a  relation  of  status^ 
and  not  of  contract  merely.  An  assemblage  of  persons  held 
together  by  a  mere  contract,  other  than  the  marriage  contract, 
although  such  contract  may  raise  a  duty  of  support  on  the  part 
of  one  member,  and  create  a  state  of  dependence  on  the  part  of 
the  others,  is  not  a  family.  Of  such  a  nature  are  the  ordinary 
contracts  of  semce  now  in  vogue  in  the  United  States.  And, 
hence,  the  relation  of  master  and  sei-vant,  or,  more  properly  speak- 
ing, of  employer  and  employee,  as  it  ordinarily  exist*  in  this  coun- 
tiy,  does  not  constitute  a  family.  **  There  is  absent  that  peculiar 
feature,  which  can  be  better  understood  than  described,  which 
distinguishes  the  family  even  from  those  who  may  dwell  within 
the  limits  of  the  same  curtilage."  And,  therefore,  a  single  man 
who  has  no  other  persons  living  with  him  than  servants  and 
employees  is  not  the  head  of  a  family  within  the  meaning  of 
statutes  creating  homestead  exemptions.' 

§  48.  Progeny  of  Common  Ancestors.  —  But  the  view  taken 
by  a  learned  judge  sitting  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the  United 
States,  while  coinciding  with  the  above,  has  language  in  it  indicat- 
ing that,  in  order  to  constitute  a  family,  the  dependent  members 
of  the  association  must  be  "  the  progeny  of  common  ancestors." 
This  view  is  obviously  too  narrow,  since  no  court  would  hold 
that  a  husband  and  wife  without  children  do  not  constitute  a 
family.*  But  the  learned  judge  evidently  did  not  intend  to 
exclude  this  idea,  since,  in  another  part  of  the  opinion,  he  says 
**  the  relation  of  husband  and  wife^  parent  and  child,  is  the  unit 
of  civilization,  and  the  State  has  thought  to  encourage  that  rela- 
tion by  protecting  it  from  absolute  want,  arising  from  the  vicis- 

1  CantreU  r.  Ck)imer,  61  How.  Pr.  46 ;  see  Brien  ex  parte,  2  Teiin.  Oh.  83. 
*  Guratj  o.  DaBose,  6  S.  G.  498 ;  Calhoun  v,  McLendon,  42  G^  406. 
»  KitcheU  v.  Burgwin,  21  lU.  40,  46 ;  Cox  v.  Stafford,  14  How.  Pr.  621. 
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situdes  of  life."  But  the  stress  of  the  case  is  in  what  it  actually 
decides,  namely,  that  the  adoption  of  another's  child  by  an 
unmarried  person,  and  the  maintenance  of  servants  and  a  house* 
hold,  does  not  constitute  such  person,  under  the  statutes  of  South 
Carolina,  the  head  of  a  family  entitled  to  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion.^ The  soundness  of  this  view  obviously  depends  upon  facts 
which  the  report  of  the  case  does  not  disclose.  If  the  adoption 
of  the  child  was  a  temporary  act  of  benevolence,  which  might  be 
put  off  at  pleasure,  then  the  view  of  the  learned  judge  is,  per- 
haps, sound ;  but,  if  the  adoption  had  been  formally  declared,  in 
pursuance  of  a  statute,  so  that  the  relation  created  substantially 
resembled  that  of  parent  and  child,  the  case  would  undoubtedly 
be  different.^ 

§  49.  Test  of  Common  Residence.  —  In  Alabama  it  is  said 
that,  in  order  to  constitute  a  family  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  reserving  from  execution  certain  enumerated  articles  "  by 
and  for  the  use  of  every  family  of  this  state,"  the  relation  of  parent 
and  child,  or  that  of  husband  and  wife,  must  exist ;  there  must  be 
a  condition  of  dependence  on  the  one  or  the  other  of  these  rela- 
tions.* But  the  court  proceeds  to  say  that  "  it  is  not  necessary 
that  all  the  dependents  should  live  under  the  same  roof,  or  that 
the  family  should  live  together.  It  is  the  relation,  and  the  de- 
pendence on  that  relation,  not  the  aggregation  of  individuals,  that 
constitute  a  family.*  And,  therefore,  an  unmarried  man  having 
a  child  dependent  upon  him  for  support,  which  boarded  at  one 
house  and  he  at  another,  in  the  same  town,  was  held  to  be  the 
head  of  a  family.*  On  the  other  hand,  where  two  or  more  dis- 
tinct families  are  associated  together  under  one  roof,  although 
the  man  who  controls,  supervises,  and  manages  the  affairs  of  the 

1  JU  Lambson,  2  Hughes,  288,  opinion  by  Bond,  J. 

2  Such,  for  instance,  is  the  effect  of  the  Missouri  Statute  of  Adoption.  Wag.  Stat., 
ed.  1870,  p.  256,  {  8.  See  a  learned  article  on  the  subject  of  Adoption,  by  Simon 
Obermeyer,  Esq.,  in  1  Southern  Law  Rev.  (n.  8.),  70. 

»  Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  488,  opinion  by  Daigan,  0.  J.  It  will  hardly  be  neces- 
sary to  remind  the  reader  in  passing  that  this  doctrine  is  opposed  to  the  general  cur- 
rent of  authority. 

♦  Ibid. 

6  Ibid, 
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house  18,  in  a  large  sense,  the  head  of  one  family  composed  of 
all  the  persons  thus  associated,  yet  these  distinct  families  do 
not  thereby  lose  their  character  as  such,  and  the  head  of  each 
continues  to  be  the  <*  head  of  a  familv  ''  within  the  meaning  of 
a  statute  of  exemption.  Thus,  where  a  widowed  daughter,  the 
mother  of  several  children,  resided  with  her  aged  father  in  his 
house,  ate  at  the  same  table  with  him,  and,  with  her  chiklren, 
cultivated  certain  portions  of  his  land,  she  was  held  to  be  *'  the 
head  of  a  family  engaged  in  agriculture,"  under  such  a  statute.^ 

§  50.  Test  of  Bona  Fides.  —  Again,  the  associated  pei*sons 
who  claim  to  constitute  the  family  must  dwell  together  as  a 
family  in  good  faith.  Thnt  is  to  say,  it  must  appear  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  juiy,  or  to  that  of  the  court  where  the  court 
tries  the  facts,  that  the  persons  claimed  to  be  the  dependent 
members  of  the  family  were  not  brought  into  the  household  of 
the  applicant  merely  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  avoid 
payment  of  his  debts,  but  that  they  were,  in  good  faith  and 
honestly,  members  of  his  family.* 

§  51.    '^Head  of  a  Family"  —  Liegislative  Interpretation. — 

The  Constitution  of  Georgia  adopted  in  1868  guarantees  a 
homestead  to  *'  each  head  of  a  family,  or  guardian  or  trustee  of 
a  family  of  minor  children . "  ^  The  Supreme  Court  of  Georgia  has 
held  that  a  single  man  having  no  persons  dependent  on  him 
for  support  is  not,  within  the  meaning  of  this  provision,  the 
"head  of  a  family."*  This  construction  of  the  provision  the 
Legislature  undertook  to  repeal  by  enacting  that  "any  single 
person,  male  or  female,  or  married  person  in  a  state  of  separa- 
tion, who,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  present  state  Con- 
stitution, or  before,  lived  habitually  as  housekeeper  to  himself  or 
hei*self,  on  his  or  her  own  land,  is  hereby  declared  to  be  the  head 

1  Bachman  v.  Crawfoid,  8  Humph.  218;  Stat  Tenn.  1883,  ch.  80;  Car.  &  Nich. 
Laws,  106. 

'  Blackwell  v.  Broughton,  66  6a.  892.  The  hints  thus  conveyed  in  this  case  point 
to  a  device  by  means  of  which  it  is  believed  the  benevolent  designs  of  the  home- 
stead laws  have,  in  many  cases,  been  perverted  to  the  defrauding  of  creditors. 

s  Const  Ga.  1868,  art.  7,  }  1. 

«  Lynch  v.  Pace,  40  Ga.  178. 
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of  a  family.^  But  the  Supreme  Court  held,  in  a  subsequent 
case,  that,  the  court  having  interpreted  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision in  one  way,  it  was  incompetent  for  the  Legislature  to 
interpret  it  in  another  way  ;  that,  while  it  is  the  exclusive  province 
of  the  Legislature  to  enact  laws,  it  belongs  exclusively  to  the 
judicial  branch  of  the  government  to  interpret  the  organic  law. 
The  court  then  proceeded  to  declare  that,  notwithstanding  the 
above  statute,  a  bachelor  having  no  other  family  than  hired 
servants  was  not  the  head  of  a  family,  and  was  not  entitled  to 
the  homstead   exemption.^    We  give,  in  the  note  below,  the 

1  Ga.  Stat  1870,  p.  72,  {  7. 

'  Calhoun  v,  McLendon,  42  Ga.  406,  opinion  by  Lochrane,  C.  J.  The  court 
said:  "The  Constitution  declares :  *£ach  head  of  a  ^Etmily,  or  guardian  or  trustee  of 
a  fjEunily  of  minor  children,  shall  be  entitled  to  a  homestead,'  etc,  *and  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  General  Assembly,  as  early  as  practicable,  to  provide  by  law  for  th& 
valuation  and  setting  aside  of  said  property,  and  to  enact  laws  for  the  fdll  and  com- 
plete protection  and  security  of  the  same  to  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  said  families 
aforesaid.'  The  Constitution,  in  using  the  terms  'each  head  of  a  family,'  left  the 
question  of  what  constituted  a  family  open  for  interpretation ;  and  the  courts  alone 
had  the  right  to  interpret  the  question,  or  to  say  who  was,  within  the  meaning  of  the- 
Constitution,  the  head  of  a  family.  And,  after  such  interpretation,  can  this  court  hold 
that  the  Legislature  was  clothed  with  the  power  to  change  the  law  as  laid  down  by  the 
court?  This  court  has  laid  down  the  law  to  be  that  a  single  person  without  depend- 
ents of  kindred  whose  maintenance  the  law  imposes  on  him  is  not  the  head  of  a  family 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  Constitution.  And,  while  we  have  great  respect  for  the 
law-making  power,  we  cannot  defer  to  its  construction  of  the  Constitution  or  laws. 
That  power  is  lodged  in  the  judiciary,  and  we  need  not  multiply  authorities  to  demon- 
strate a  principle  so  clear  that  its  assertion  would  be  weakened  by  the  implied  necessity 
of  argument  The  only  question  is.  Did  the  act  of  1870  come  within  the  powers  con- 
ferred  upon  the  Legislature  by  the  Constitution  in  regard  to  homestead?  The  duty 
devolved  on  the  General  Assembly  to  provide  by  law  for  the  setting  apart  and  valuation 
of  the  property,  and  to  enact  laws  for  security  thereto.  Does  this  expression  of  duty 
imply  the  right  to  legislate  who  should  be  the  head  of  a  family?  It  is  true  it  is  not 
directly  in  conflict  with  the  Constitution,  but  it  is  equally  true  that  it  is  in  conflict 
with  the  decision  of  this  court.  Now,  in  matters  of  conflict  upon  construction,  we 
have  just  said  the  courts  are  paramount  In  a  case  decided  last  week  (Walker  v. 
Walker)  I  stated,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  court,  that  the  act  we  were  invoked 
to  exercise  was  a  legislative  act,  and  not  a  judicial  one;  it  was  not  one  of  construc- 
tion, but  of  legislation.  In  the  dividing  line  of  power  between  these  coordinate 
branches  we  find  here  the  boimdary — construction  belongs  to  courts,  legislation  to  the 
Legislature.  We  cannot  add  a  line  to  the  law,  nor  can  the  Legislature  enlarge  or 
diminish  a  law  by  construction.  There  are  cases  where  the  legislative  intent  guides 
the  court  in  the  construction  or  exposition  of  what  the  law  is,  and  courts  look  to  the 
intent  of  the  Legislature  as  an  element  in  their  construction.  But,  when  the  Constitu- 
tion is  the  subject-matter  of  construction,  the  courtj  are  the  authority.  And  we  have 
no  hesitation  in  saying  the  Legislature  cannot,  by  the  declaration  of  an  act,  make  a 
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material  portion  of  the  opinion,  and  must  take  the  liberty  of 
expressing  the  view  that  it  proceeds  upon  a  radical  miscon- 
ception of  the  power  of  the  Legislature  in  the  premises.  It  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  it  is  the  function  of  the  courts,  and  not 
that  of  the  Legislature,  to  interpret  the  organic  law.  But  it 
should  be  considered  that  the  provision  of  the  Georgia  Constitu- 
tion in  question  guaranteed  a  certain  right  to  a  certain  class  of 
persons.  The  Legislature  might  have  created  this  right  if  the 
Constitutional  Convention  had  not  done  so,  and  it  was  clearly 
competent  to  it  to  enlarge  it  by  extending  it  to  a  class  of  persons 
not  embraced  in  the  constitutional  guaranty.  This  is  manifestly 
what  it  undertook  to  do  by  the  statute  in  question. 

§  52.  Housekeeper  liavlng  a  Family.  —  Under  a  statute  of 
Kentucky  providing  for  a  chattel  exemption,  but  silent  as  to  the 
domestic  status  of  the  person  who  should  be  entitled  to  claim  it,^ 
it  was  held  that  a  housekeeper  who  had  no  family  was  not  within 
its  benefits;  since  the  object  of  the  statute  evidently  was  "to 
save  the  enumerated  articles  for  the  benefit  of  the  family,  by 
placing  them  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors."  ^  This  very  strict 
construction,  clearly  not  required  by  the  language  of  the  statute, 
gave  rise,  in  a  subsequent  case,  to  the  inquiry  whether  a  practic- 
ing physician,  a  widower  with  two  daughters  of  tender  age,  whom 
he  kept  in  the  care  of  his  mother,  providing  for  them  and  send- 
ing one  of  them  to  school  from  his  mother's  house,  while  he 
himself  occupied  a  single  room  about  one  mile  distant,  as  an  o£Sce 
and  dwelling,  without  servants  or  other  family  than  his  children, 
who  were  sometimes  with  him  at  his  oflice,  where  he  lodged  and 
cooked  and  ate  his  meals,  was  <*  a  housekeeper  *  ♦  *  vvith  a 
family  residing  with  him.'*  The  court  did  not  doubt  that  he  was 
a  housekeeper ;  "  but  had  he  a  family  residing  with  him  ?  "  The 
court  held  that  he  had,  saying :  "  His  children  being  infants  and 
subject  to  his  control,  and  not  appearing  to  have  had  any  perma- 

siogle  person  living  to  him  or  herself  the  head  of  a  family,  whatever  may  be  their 
power  to  exempt  property  from  levy  belonging  to  such  persons." 

*  The  statute  simply  provided  that  "  the  same  personal  property  shall  be  exempted 
from  execution  which  is  exempted  from  distribution."    Rev.  Stat  Ky.,  ed.  1852,  p.  326. 

3  Gunn  V,  Gudehus,  15  B.  Mon.  452. 
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nent  home  elsewhere  than  with  him,  their  domicile  was  with  him, 
although  their  sex  and  tender  age,  together  with  their  father's 
situation,  seem  to  have  caused  him,  very  properly,  to  place  them 
for  the  time  being  in  the  immediate  care  of  his  mother,  and  this 
partial  separation  from  him  did  not,  in  our  opinion,  change  their 
place  of  residence.*'  ^ 

§  53.  Singrie  Person  with  no  Dependents.  —  Of  course,  then, 
the  statute  reserving  certain  property  from  execution  *«  by  and 
for  the  use  of  every  family  in  this  state"'  extends  no  pro- 
tection whatever  to  a  person  who  cannot  show  that  he  has  a 
family. '  So  a  statute  creating  such  a  bounty,  and  defining  the 
person  entitled  to  it  as  a  **  householder  having  a  family,"  affords 
no  protection  to  an  unmarried  woman  who  has  no  children.  *  But, 
of  course,  this  would  not  be  the  rule  under  a  statute  like  that  of 
Wisconsin,  which  accords  the  homestead  exemption  to  **  any  resi- 
dent of  the  state."  *  Unless  there  is  an  expressed  design  in  the 
statute  to  accord  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  to  heads  of  fami- 
lies, it  will  be  extended  to  all,  provided  the  other  circumstances 
prescribed  therein  concur.  Accordingly,  where  a  widower,  whose 
children  had  all  married  and  moved  away,  rented  his  house,  but 
occupied  one  room  of  it,  and  lived  and  slept  there  and  took  his 
meals  with  his  tenant,  he  was  held  entitled  to  the  homestead 
exemptions.* 

§  54.  Widow  witliout  Oliiidren.  —  So  a  widow  who  has  no 
children  dependent  upon  her  for  support  is  not,  in  Georgia,  en- 
titled to  a  homestead  out  of  the  property  of  her  deceased  husband, 
since  she  is  neither  **  the  head  of  a  family  "  nor  **  the  guardian  or 
trustee  of  minor  children,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  that  state.^    But  in  Nevada  a  childless  widow  is  embraced 


1  Seaton  v,  MarshaU,  6  Bush,  429. 
«  Clay'8  Dig.  Stat  Ala.  210,  {  47. 
'  Abercrombie  v.  Alderaon,  9  Ala.  981. 

*  WoodwoTth  V.  Comstock,  10  Allen,  425.    So  bold,  under  similar  statutes,  in  Barnes 
V.  Rogers,  23  IlL  860;  Wilson  v.  Cochran,  81  Texas,  677« 

*  2  Stat  Wis.  1871,  p.  1648,  {  28.  '^ 
«  Myers  t^.  Ford,  22  Wis.  139. 

T  Kidd  V,  Lester,  46  Ga.  281. 
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within  the  words  •*  family  of  the  deceased,"  in  the  Probate  Act, 
and  as  such  succeeds  tu  the  right  of  homestead.^ 

§  55.  Unmarried  Man  supporting  Mother  and  dependent 
Brothers  and  Sisters*  —  An  unmarried  man  whose  indio^ent 
mother  and  sisters  live  with  him  and  are  supported  by  him 
is  **  the  head  of  a  family  "  within  the  sense  of  the  Georgia 
Constitution ;  especially  since,  under  the  laws  of  Georgia, 
he  is  under  the  legal  duty  of  supporting  his  mother.'  **A 
husband,  a  widow,  a  guardian  or  trustee/*  said  the  court, 
*«  who  represents  those  who  are  dependent  upon  him  or  her 
for  a  support,  and  is  the  head  of  a  family  of  such  depend- 
ents, is  entitled  to  a  homestead ;  and  we  see  no  reason  why  the 
same  rule  does  not  apply  in  favor  of  the  head  of  any  other  house- 
hold of  dependents  whom  it  is  his  legal  duty  to  support.  Our 
Code  points  out  who  are  entitled  to  assistance  from  the  county  as 
paupers,  and  declares  that,  in  cases  where  families  are  unable  to 
maintain  themselves,  and  the  helpless  children  they  may  have 
also,  they  may  be  aided  to  the  extent  required  in  the  furnishing 
of  food,  clothing,  and  shelter.  It  then  adds  (  §  786)  :  *  If  any  such 
person  has  father,  mother,  or  child  of  sufficient  ability,  he  or  she 
must  be  supported  by  them  ;  and,  failing  so  to  do,  any  county  in 
the  state  having  made  provision  for  such  persons  may  sue  per- 
sons of  full  a<re  standing?  in  such  relation  to  them,  and  recover 
for  the  time  such  county  has  made  provision  for  such  person  ; 
always  provided  the  person  sued  was  possessed  of  such  ability.' 
Here  the  applicant  had  taken  his  mother  and  two  sisters  to  live 
with  him,  and,  as  they  were  indigent  and  he  was  providing  for 
them,  the  law  imposed  upon  him  the  duty,  which  is  sanctioned 
by  eveiy  just  and  generous  impulse  of  our  nature,  to  take  care 
of  and  suppoit  his  mother,  who  is  dependent  upon  him.  We  hold 
that  he  is  the  head  of  a  family  in  contemplation  of  law,  with  the 
same  rights  as  any  other  head  of  a  family,  while  this  relation 
lasts  and  the  necessity  exists." 

§  56.    Unmarried  Man  supportingr  widowed  Dauirhter  and 

her  Cliildren.  —  The  duty  of  a  father  to  support  his  widowed 

»  Estate  of  Walley,  11  Nev.  260. 
*  Marsh  v.  Lazenby,  41  Qa.  153. 
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daughter  and  her  minor  children,  they  being  physically  incapable 
of  supporting  themselves,  is  equally  strong ;  and,  hence,  the  same 
court  holds  that,  where  such  a  collection  of  persons  are  liying 
together  under  such  circumstances,  they  constitute  a  family,  and 
that  the  father  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision above  quoted,  the  head  of  a  family.  ^  So,  in  New  York,  it 
has  been  held  that  a  widower  and  grown-up  daughter,  living 
together,  constitute  a  family.* 

§  57.  Continued. — And  it  seems  that  the  rule  would  be  the 
same  independently  of  the  existence  of  a  statute  imposing  upon 
the  son  such  duty.  Thus,  in  a  case  in  Wisconsin,  where  such 
a  statute  exists,  but  escaped  notice,'  it  is  held  that  an  unmarried 
son  who  supports  his  dependent  mother,  and  minor  and  depend- 
ent brothers  and  sisters,  is  within  the  benefits  of  a  statute  creat- 
ing an  exemption  of  personalty  for  •'a  debtor  and  his  family." * 
This  case  is  well  stated  and  reasoned,  in  the  following  language 
of  the  court :  **  The  evidence  in  the  case  shows  that  F.  D.  Levitt 
is  over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  unmarried,  and  resides  with  his 
mother,  brothers,'  and  sisters.  His  father  died  about  four  years 
before  the  trial,  leaving  a  widow  and  five  or  six  children,  also 
property  consisting  of  forty  acres  of  land,  a  team  of  horses,  two 
cows,  and  eight  hogs.  F.  D.  Levitt  is  the  oldest  child  at  home, 
and  has  devoted  his  entire  earnings,  since  his  father's  death,  to 
the  support  of  his  mother,  brothers,  and  sistexs.  The  oldest 
child  next  to  him,  at  home,  is  sixteen  years  old,  and  the  others 
are  too  small  to  do  anything.  He  *  attends  to  matters  out  doors,' 
uses  the  team  to  cultivate  the  land  belonging  to  the  family,  and 
gays  he  regards  himself  as  *  the  head  of  the  family.'  The  prop- 
erty levied  on  by  plaintiff  was  grain  which  F.  D.  Levitt  raised  upon 
lands  worked  on  shares  ;  it  was  necessary  food  for  the  stock  and 
for  the  support  of  the  family,  and  it  is  fair  to  assume  that  it  would 
ail  have  been  devoted  to  these  purposes.  And,  consequently, 
the  question  arises,  Was  the  statute  intended  to  apply  to  an  exe- 

1  Blackwell  v.  Broughton,  56  Ga.  890. 
«  Cox  V.  Stafford,  14  How.  Pr.  521. 
»  1  Tayl.  Stat  Wis.  717,  {  5,  6. 

*  Rev.  Stat  Wia.  787,  I  31,  oh,  184;  Oannaughton  v.  Sands,  82  Wis.  887,  opin- 
ion by  Cole,  J. 
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cution-debtor  under  such  circumstances,  and  give  him  the 
benefit  of  the  exemption?  It  is  a  very  familiar  rule,  in  the  inter- 
pretation of  statutes  of  this  character,  that  they  are  to  be  lib- 
erally construed.  This  is  the  doctrine  of  all  the  cases.  Now, 
the  leading  idea  of  our  statutes  is  to  secure  the  family  of  an 
indigent  debtor  against  want  and  distress  for  the  necessaries  of 
life.  Therefore  the  exemption  is  to  ^the  debtor  and  the  family.^ 
Ordinarily  it  is  the  husband,  father,  or  mother  who  takes  charge 
of,  and  provides  for  the  wants  of,  those  living  with  them,  consti- 
tuting the  ^family ^*  and  whom  the  debtor  is  bound  to  provide  for 
by  the  claims  of  kindred  and  the  obligations  of  society.  But,  as 
the  case  before  us  shows,  it  is  sometimes  the  child  and  brother 
who  takes  upon  himself  the  duty  of  providing  for  a  widowed 
mother  and  dependent  children,  who,  in  legal  contemplation, 
becomes  the  head  of  the  family.  We  see  no  sufficient  reason  for 
holding  that  the  exemption  does  not  apply  to  a  person  thus  situ- 
ated. Here  F.  D.  Levitt  was  devoting  his  entire  earnings  to  the 
support  of  his  mother,  brothers,  and  sisters — his  nearest  kindred 
—  whom  he  was  bound  by  the  highest  obligations  of  nature  to  aid 
and  support.  He  stood,  to  some  extent,  in  the  place  of  a  hus- 
band and  father.  One  of  the  witnesses  says  that  the  family 
could  not  have  lived  had  it  not  been  for  his  earnings  ;  he  trans- 
acted the  necessary  business  of  the  family,  and  was  the  only 
responsible  head  it  had.  Under  such  circumstances  we  think  it 
is  doing  no  violence  to  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the  law  to  say 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  exemption.  Taking  the 
charge  of,  and  providing  for  the  wants  of,  his  mother  and  depend- 
ent brothers  and  sisters,  he  is  to  be  deemed  the  debtor,  and  those 
persons  as  constituting  ^  Ma  family  *  within  the  meaning  of  the 
exemption  laws.'*  ^ 

§  58.  Unmarried  Man  supportingr  dependent  minor  Brothers 
and  Sisters.  —  It  was  said  in  a  case  in  Arkansas  that  an  unmarried 
man  who  succeeded  his  deceased  father  in  the  care  of  his  minor 
sisters  might  well  be  deemed  the  head  of  a  family.'  The  Ken- 
tucky statute  in  force  in  1869  exempted  certain  enumerated  and 

1  Cazmanghton  v.  Sands,  82  Wis.  891,  opinion  by  Cole,  J« 
*  Greenwood  v.  Maddoz,  27  Ark.  658. 
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specified  personal  property  from  seizure  on  "  execution,  attach- 
ment, distress,  or  fee-bill  against  a  bona-fide  housekeeper  with  a 
£imily,"  residing  within  the  state.^  In  a  case  in  that  state,  very 
obscurely  reported,  the  evidence  showed  that  the  debtor  was  un- 
married ;  that  he  was  u  bona-fide  housekeeper,  with  an  unmamed 
sister  and  two  brothers,  all  under  twenty-one  years  of  age,  whose 
parents  were  both  dead,  and  whose  support  and  education  he  had 
assumed,  they  being  without  means.  It  was  held  that  *•  the 
Circuit  Court  veiy  properly  ordered  the  exempted  articles  to 
be  set  apart  for  the  benefit  of  the  family  thus  constituted,"  but 
**  properly  refused  to  allow  provision  to  be  made  for  the  brother 
over  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  the  servants."  **  The  object 
of  the  exemption  laws,"  said  the  court,  **  was  doubtless  to  pro- 
tect from  execution  and  secure  to  the  immediate  family  of  the 
debtor,  he  being  a  bona-fide  housekeeper,  the  enumerated  articles ; 
the  family  consisting  of  those  that  the  debtor  was,  in  legal  con- 
templation, bound  to  provide  for  by  obligations  higher  than  such 
as  bound  him  to  pay  his  debts,  and  who,  fii'om  tender  years  and 
other  disabilities,  were  unable  to  provide  for  themselves ;  but  it 
is  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  provide  for  the  support 
of  operatives  hired  by  the  debtor  to  prosecute  his  business,  either 
in  cultivating  a  farm  or  the  performance  of  other  service.  If  such 
construction  be  given  to  the  statutes,  then  that  which  was  intended 
merely  to  secure  the  family  of  an  unfortunate  and  indigent  debtor 
against  want  would  soon  be  perverted  to  the  unholy  purpose  of 
enabling  such  debtors  as  should  be  so  disposed  to  deprive  their 
creditors  of  no  inconsiderable  amount  of  their  property,  and 
thereby  avail  themselves  of  the  beneficent  objects  of  the  Legisla- 
ture to  perpetrate  a  fraud  on  creditors.  To  such  a  construction 
we  cannot  give  our  sanction."  ^ 

§  59.  Unmairried  Man  supportiiigr  widowed  Sister,  with  or 
without  dependent  Children.  —  So,  an  unmarried  man  sup- 
porting a  widowed  sister  and  her  four  small  children,  all  of  them 
living  together  in  a  rented  house,  the  sister  keeping  house  for 
him,  is  entitled  to  an  exemption  provided  for  the  head  of  a  fam- 

1  Gen.  Stat  Ky.  1873,  p.  481,  {  6. 

*  McMurray  v.  Shuck,  6  Bush,  111,  opinion  by  Peters,  J. 
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ily.  "It  18  not  necessaiy,"  says  the  court,  ••that  the  relation 
of  husband  and  wife,  or  father  and  child,  or  mother  and  child, 
should  exist  in  every  case  to  constitute  a  family.  The  man  who 
controls,  supervises,  and  manages  the  affairs  about  the  house  is 
the  head  of  a  family,  and  such  a  man  need  not  necessarily  be  a 
husband  or  a  father."^  In  the  same  state  an  unmarried  man 
supporting  a  widowed  sister,  who  kept  house  for  him  and  managed 
his  domestic  affairs,  was  held  by  Dillon,  J.,  on  a  bill  of  review 
in  bankruptcy,  the  head  of  a  family.* 

§  60.    Widower  without  Cliildren  supporting  his  Mother. — 

A  widower  without  children,  but  living  in  his  own  house  with  his 
widowed  mother,  whom  he  supports,  no. other  person  living  with 
him,  is  *•  the  head  of  a  familv  "  within  the  meaning:  of  the  Iowa 
Statute.'  These  two  persons  thus  living  together  were  said  to 
come  within  Webster's  definition  of  a  family:  "A  collective 
body  of  persons  who  live  in  one  house,  and  under  one  head  or 
manager."  * 

§  61.  Unmarried  Man,  his  Brother  and  Brother's  Wife 
living  with  him.  —  Where  an  unmarried  man  rented  a  farm  and 
moved  upon  it,  taking  with  him  his  brother  and  his  brother's 
wife,  and  he  and  his  brother  worked  the  farm  together  on  shares, 
such  unmarried  man  was  not  to  be  deemed  the  head  of  a  family, 
although  he  furnished  the  necessaries  for  the  housekeeping,  and 
had  general  control  of  the  establishment.  **  The  married  brother 
and  wife,"  said  the  coui-t,  **  in  no  proper  sense  belonged  to  the 
family  of  the  plaintiff.  He  had  no  control  over  them  except  such 
as  resulted  purely  and  exclusively  from  contract.  He  had  no 
right  to  exact  obedience. from  them,  or  to  direct  their  movements, 
except  so  far  as  their  agreement  bound  them  to  take  care  of  the 
house.  One  brother  was  as  much  interested  in  the  profits  of  the 
farm  as  the  other.  If  the  plaintiff  was  the  head  of  this  family, 
then  the  married  one  could  not  be,  and  this  will  scarcely  be 
claimed."® 

*  Wade  V.  Jones,  20  Mo.  76,  opinion  by  Ryland,  J. 

'  Bailey  v.  Gommings,  U.  S.  Gir.  Gt  East  Dis.  Mo.,  MS. 
>  Gode  Iowa  1861,  I  1246. 

*  Parsons  v.  Livingston,  11  Iowa,  104. 

*  Whalen  v,  Gadman,  11  Iowa,  226,  opinion  by  Wright,  J. 
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§  62.  Widow  remarried*  —  As  stated  in  another  place,  in 
Iowa,  upon  the  death  of  either  spouse,  the  whole  homestead 
descends  to  the  survivor,  no  matter  which  had  the  legal  title. 
It  seems  that  this  right,  in  case  of  the  wife  sumving,  is  not  lost 
by  her  remarriage.^  This  question  was  quite  thoroughly  dis- 
cussed in  a  case  in  New  Hampshire,  and  the  same  conclusion  was 
reached.  By  the  statute  of  that  state  th&  family  homestead, 
while  occupied  as  such  by  the  husband  during  his  life,  or  by 
**  his  widow  or  minor  children,  or  any  or  either  of  them,"  after 
his  death,  was  protected  from  his  creditors ;  and  the  point  was 
whether  the  term  **  widow  "  was  used  to  denote  the  person  who 
was  the  wife  of  the  deceased,  or  whether  it  was  a  term  of  limita- 
tion, so  that  the  statute  would  operate  to  give  her  an  interest 
only  so  long  as  she  remained  a  widow.  The  couit  took  the 
former  view,  and  the  reasons  giveu  are  plausible,  if  not  conclu- 
sive.^    The  court  thought  that,  if  a  case  should  arise  in  which  a 

1  Nicholas  v.  PurczeU,  21  Iowa,  265. 

*  Hiles  V.  Milos,  46  N.  H.  261,  opinion  by  BeUows,  J.  The  learned  judge  said : 
''By  the  Bevised  Statutes,  chapter  165  (Gomp.  Stat,  oh.  175),  various  provisions  are 
made  for  the  wife  of  a  person  deceased,  and,  in  every  one  of  the  fourteen  sections  but 
the  eleventh,  which  merely  qualifies  those  of  the  preceding  sections,  she  is  designated  as 
the  widow.  One  of  these  sections  authorizes  an  allowance  for  present  support  to  the 
widow;  another  gives  her  dower  in  the  real  estate.  Section  8  gives  her,  in  addition 
to  dower,  one-third  part  of  all  the  estate  remaining  after  the  payment  of  the  debts 
and  expenses  of  administration,  where  the  husband  leaves  no  lineal  descendants,  or 
makes  no  provision  for  her  by  will,  or  she  waives  such  provision ;  and  by  section  9,  if  the 
deceased  is  intestate  and  leave  no  such  descendants,  she  shall  have  one-half  of  the 
estate  so  remaining,  in  addition  to  her  dower,  or,  as  provided  in  the  next  section,  to  an 
amount  equal  to  that  which  her  husband  received  from  her,  or  in  her  right,  during  her 
coverture,  if  she  so  elect.  By  section  12,  if  the  deceased  shall  leave  lineal  descendants, 
but  no  will,  she  shall  be  entitled  to  one-third  part  of  the  personal  estate,  in  addition  to 
her  dower;  and  by  sections  18  and  14,  if  the  deceased  die  testate,  leaving  lineal 
descendants,  but  making  no  provision  for  the  widow  in  his  will,  or  she  waives  such 
provision,  she  shall  be  entitled  to  a  portion  of  the  personal  estate  equal  with  the  chil- 
dren, or,  if  she  elect,  to  one-third  part  of  such  personal  estate.  In  all  these  provisions 
she  is  uniformly  designated  as  the  widow ;  and  it  is  obvious,  we  think,  that  the  term  is 
one  of  description  merely,  and  not  of  limitation,  and  in  all  but  those  which  relate  to 
dower  she  is  put  upon  the  footing  of  others  who  are  entitled  to  a  distributive  share ;  to 
hold  it  absolutely,  and  not  as  a  life  estate.  Neither  is  it  anywhere  provided,  in  this  or  in 
any  other  statute,  that  a  subsequent  marriage  shall  affect  her  right  to  the  benefit  of  these 
provisions.  In  this  respect  it  differs  from  the  case  of  an  executrix,  or  adminstratrlx, 
or  a  female  guardian,  for  then,  by  express  provisions  of  our  statutes,  her  marriage 
extinguishes  the  trust ;  and,  if  it  had  been  the  design  of  the  Legislature,  in  its  provisions 
for  the  wife,  to  limit  their  benefits  to  the  time  during  which  she  remained  a  widow,  it 
doubtless  would  have  declared  it  in  express,  terms,  as  in  the  cases  of  an  executrix  or 
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second  marriage  would  operate  to  deprive  the  minor  children  of 
their  homes,  a  court  of  equity  could  afford  them  ample  remedies.^ 
A  similar  view  has  been  taken  by  a  nisiprius  court  in  New  York, 
under  a  statute  providing  that,  <*when  a  man  having  a  family 
shall  die,  leaving  a  widow  or  a  minor  child  or  children, '*  certain 
enumerated  articles  <^  shall  not  be  deemed  assets,"  but  <' shall 
remain  in  the  possession  of  the  widow,  if  there  be  one,  during  the 
time  she  shall  live  with  and  provide  for  such  minor  child  or  chil- 
dren." '  One  ground  of  the  decision,  it  seems,  is  that  stated  by 
us  elsewhere :  that  it  is  no  concern  of  the  creditor  in  whom  the 
title  to  the  exempt  chattel  may  rest,  whether  in  the  second 
husband,  or  in  the  wife,  or  in  the  children;'  since,  duriug  the 
continuance  of  ceitain  conditions,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  the 
exclusive  possession.  Another,  and  a  very  doubtful  ground,  is 
that,  notwithstanding  her  remarriage,  the  widow  coutiimes  to  be  a 
householder  within  another  statute  of  exemptions.*  And,  in  sup- 
port of  this,  a  recent  statute  of  that  state  enlarging  the  rights  of 
married  women  is  appealed  to.*  Accordingly,  it  was  held  that  a 
widow  occupying  the  farm  left  by  her  former  husband,  and  living 
with  and  providing  for  the  minor  children  of  the  deceased,  had  a 
legal  right  to  the  possession  of,  and  a  qualified  interest  in,  a  calf 
which  she  had  raised  from  a  cow  left  by  her  deceased  husband, 
which  would  authorize  her  to  maintain  an  action  against  any  per- 


guardlaiL  The  policy  of  the  law  is  against  restraints  upon  marriages,  and,  therefore, 
a  contract  not  to  marry  at  all,  or  not  to  marry  anybody  but  a  particular  person,  with- 
out enforcing  a  corresponding  reciprocal  obligation,  is  treated  as  mischievous  to  the 
general  Interests  of  society,  which  are  promoted  by  the  support  and  encouragement  of 
suitable  marriages,  and,  tiierefore,  such  contracts  are  void.  With  such  views  of  public 
policy  it  would  be  utterly  unreasonable  to  infer  fh>m  the  use  of  the  '  word'  widow,  in 
the  various  provisions  before  quoted,  a  condition  operating  so  decidedly  in  restraint  of 
future  mairiages.    1  Story  £q.  Jur.,  {  274,*' 

1  Miles  V.  Miles,  46  N.  H.  266. 

s  2  Rev.  Stat.  N.  Y.  1886,  p.  88,  \\  9, 10. 

*  Po9t^  2  165. 

*  2  Rev.  Stat  N.  Y.  1886,  p.  867,  2  22. 

*  Brigham  o.  Bush,  88  Barb.  696,  Franklin  special  term,  1861,  opinion  by  Potter, 
J.  The  statute  referred  to  recites :  *'  A  married  woman  may  bargain,  sell,  assign,  and 
transfer  her  separate  personal  property,  and  may  cany  on  any  trade  or  business,  and 
perform  any  labor  or  services,  on  her  sole  and  separate  acoount ;  and  the  earnings  of 
any  married  woman,  from  her  trade,  business,  labor,  or  services,  shall  be  her  sole  and 
separate  property,  and  may  be  used  and  invested  by  her  in  her  own  name." 
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son,  except  such  minor  children,  to  recover  possession  of  it; 
that  a  milch  cow,  in  possession  of  such  widow,  wjis  by  statute  so 
far  devoted  and  set  apait  in  trust  for  the  specific  object  of  sup- 
porting the  widow  and  children  as  to  secure  it  from  liability  to 
be  taken  on  execution  for  the  individual  debts  of  the  widow ; 
that  a  cow  in  possession  of  a  widow  under  such  circumstances, 
being  the  only  one  in  her  possession,  was  also  exempt  from  exe- 
cution, on  the  CTound  of  the  widow  beinor  a,  houi<eholder  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  exemptions  ;  and  this  notwithstanding 
the  widow  had  married  a  second  husband,  who  lived  with  her 
upon  the  farm  left  by  the  deceased,  provided  she  continued  to 
support  her  infant  children  after  the  second  mamage  in  the  same 
manner  as  she  did  before.^ 

§  63.  Unmarried  Woman  with  illegitimate  Child.  —  In  Cali- 
fornia an  unmarried  woman  having  an  illegitimate  child  depend- 
ent upon  her  for  support  is  entitled  to  select  a  homestead  under 
a  statute  pennitting  the  selection  of  a  homestead  '*by  the  hus- 
band and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  other  head  of  a  family."  * 
Though  she  has  never  been  married,  and  her  child  be  a  bastard 
■  child,  the  mother  and  child  are  neither  of  them,  for  that  reason, 
without  the  benefit  of  the  act,  nor  the  less  in  need  of  a  home  it 
intended  to  provide."  ' 

§  64.    Married   Woman   living   on  her  separate  Estate.  — 

A  married  woman  residing  with  her  husband  and  children  upon 
her  own  separate  estate  is  within  a  statute  according  a  home- 
stead to  each  '*  citizen  of  the  state,  male  or  female,  being  a 
householder  and  having  a  family,"  and  possibly  within  one  de- 
scribing the  recipient  of  the  benefit  as  **  the  head  of  every  family 
being  a  white  person  and  a  housekeeper."  * 

§  65.    << Householder" — Person  residing  with  Step-mother. 

—  But  an  adult  male  person  residing  with  his  step-mother,  who  was 
the  owner  of  the  house  and  farm,  and  who  had  a  large  family, 

1  Brigbam  o.  Bush,  38  Barb.  696. 

>  Gen.  Laws  Cal.,  {  3541. 

»  EUia  V,  "Wbite,  47  Cal.  78. 

*  Partee  v.  Stewart,  50  Miss.  717,  720;  see  J  220,  post. 
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he  transacting  her  business,  was  held  not  a  ** householder" 
within  the  meaniug  of  a  statute  exempting  from  execution  certain 
wearing  apparel ;  since  the  step-mother,  and  not  the  step-son,  was 
the  head  of  the  family.  •*The  word  *  householder,'  "  said  the 
court,  "in  this  statute  means  the  head,  master,  or  person  who 
has  the  charge  of,  and  provides  for,  a  family,  and  does  not  apply 
to  the  subordinate  members  or  inmates  of  the  household."  •  •  ♦ 
**The  husband,  father,  mother,  or  other  person  who  takes  the 
charge  and  provides  for  the  wants  of  others  living  with  him,  may 
be  regarded  as  the  owner  of  the  apparel  which  he  furnishes  for 
their  use ;  and  such  apparel,  as  well  as  that  worn  by  the  head  of 
the  family,  is  exempt  from  execution."  ^ 

§  66.    "  Householder  *'  continiied  —  Temporary  BemoTal.  — 

If  a  person  possesses  the  character  of  a  *'  householder,"  that  is, 
if  he  is  the  '*  master  or  chief  of  a  family,"  '  he  does  not  lose  it 
by  temporarily  ceasing  to  keep  house  —  as  when  removing,  with 
his  property,  from  one  house  to  another,  several  miles  distant" — 
or  by  a  temporary  abandonment  of  housekeeping,  and  storing  of 
furniture.*  '*  To  sav  that  a  familv,  while  in  the  act  of  removal, 
and  on  the  highway,  may  be  deprived  of  their  bed  and  their  cow, 
on  execution,  because  they  did  not,  for  the  time,  inhabit  a  dwell- 
ing-house, would  be  a  perversion  of  the  statute.  So  long  as  they 
remain  together  as  a  family,  without  being  broken  up  and  incor- 
pomted  into  other  families,  the  privilege  remains."*  The  rule 
created  by  these  decisions  appears  to  have  passed  into  statute ; 
so  that  now  certain  described  articles,  "when  owned  by  any 
person  being  a  householder,  and  such  articles  thereof  as  are 
removable,  are  exempt  while  the  family  of  such  person,  or  any 
of  them,  may  be  removing  from  one  place  of  residence  to 
another."* 

»  Bowne  «.  Witt,  19  Wend.  476. 

»  Webster's  Die,  verb.  "Householder;"  Griffin r.  Sutherland,  14  Barb.  458;  Bowne 
V.  Witt,  21  Wend.  476;  Woodward  c.  Murray,  18  Johns.  400. 

•  Woodward  ».  Murray,  Aujora. 

•  Griffin  V.  Sutherland,  tupra  ;  Cantrell  v.  Connor,  61  How.  Pr.  46. 
'  Piatt,  J.,  in  Woodward  v,  Murray,  supra. 

•  Voor.  N.  Y.  Code,  8th  od.,  648.    For  a  case  where  a  father  was  hold  not  to  be 
a  householder,  under  a  statute  of  distribution,  see  ^'eile  v.  Koch,  27  IIL  12U. 
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§  67.  Temporary  Abandonmeiit  of  Family.  —  A  statute  of 
exemptions  will  not  be  so  construed  as  to  allow  the  mere  neglect 
or  dereliction  of  duty,  on  the  part  of  the  head  of  a  family,  even 
if  it  be  a  temporary  abandonment  of  his  home,  to  deprive  the 
wife  and  children  of  the  rights  which  it  was  intended  by  the 
statute  to  secure  to  them.  Accordingly,  proof  that  a  man  having 
a  family,  in  consequence  of  some  domestic  difficulty,  had  ab- 
sented himself  from  his  home,  and  was  staying  at  the  house  of  a 
sister,  when  his  horse,  his  only  work-beast,  was  taken  under  an 
execution,  was  not  sufficient  evidence  that  he  had  ceased  to  recog- 
nize the  residence  of  his  wife  and  children  as  his  home,  or  that 
he  had  lost  the  static  of  **  a  housekeeper  with  a  family,"  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Kentucky  statute.^ 

§  68.  Married  Woman  without  Oliildren  —  Husband  Non- 
resident.— The  Code  of  Alabama  reserved  certain  property  from 
execution  *«  for  the  use  of  every  family  in  the  state,' '^  and  pro- 
vided that  **  neither  the  head  of  the  family  nor  any  member 
thereof*  should  have  power  to  sell  the  same,  etc.*  This  did  not 
protect  the  property  of  a  married  woman  residing  in  the  state 
who  had  no  children,  and  whose  husband  resided  in  another  state. 
The  court  decided  the  question  upon  the  ground  that  '*  the  exist- 
ence of  a  family  in  this  state,  for  whose  use  the  hiw  w^)uld 
reserve  the  property,  is  not  shown.  She  has  no  child  and  no 
husband  in  this  state.  As  far  as  the  answer. discloses,  there  is 
no  person  in  the  state  of  Alabama  dependent  upon  her,  or  occu- 
pying such  a  relation  to  her  as  to  permit  such  a  person  to  a 
participation  with  her  in  the  use  of  the  property.  It  is  clear 
that,  if  the  property  were  reserved  from  sale,  it  would  be  for  the 
use  of  Mrs.  Keiffer,  and  not  for  the  use  of  a  lamily.  It  is  the 
unmistakable  object  of  the  statute  to  resei-ve  property  from 
liability  to  the  payment  of  debts  for  the  use  of  families  in  the 
state^  and  not  for  the  use  of  isolated  individuals  without  any 
dependencies."* 

^  Carrington  v.  Herrin,  4  Bush,  624. 
«  Code  Ala.  1862,  {  2462. 

•  Ibid.,  i  2464. 

*  Keiffer  v,  Barney,  81  Ala.  196,  opinion  by  Walker,  J. 
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ARTICLE  n. — Effect  of  Separation  of  the  Faiolt. 

§  70.  Whether  Separation  of  the  Family  determines  Home- 
stead.— It  is  thus  seei]  that  the  existence  of  2k  family  is  necessaiy 
to  the  acquisition  of  the  homestead  right  in  nearly  all  the  states. 
Does  a  continuation  of  the  right  depend  on  a  continuation  of  the 
family  relation?  When  the  association  of  persons  which  consti- 
tutes the  family  is  hroken  up,  whether  by  separation  or  the  death 
of  some  of  its  members,  does  the  right  of  homestead  continue  in 
the  remaining  householder,  provided  the  other  requisites  of  the 
statute  concur?  Most  of  the  cases  answer  this  question  in  the 
negative.^ 

§  71.  ninstrations  —  Death  of  Husband  and  Wife.  —  Thus, 
if  husband  and  wife  die  simultaneously,  leaving  no  children  but 
adults  who  have  married  and  removed  from  the  homestead,  and 
no  grandchildren  who,  at  the  time  of  their  death,  were  members 
of  their  family,  there  will  be  no  one  who  can  assert,  in  the  prem- 
ises which  constituted  the  decedents'  home,  a  right  of  homestead 
against  creditors.^  As  elsewhere  seen,  there  has  been  much 
discussion  of  the  question  whether  the  continuance  of  the  home- 
stead exemption,  upon  the  death  of  the  owner,  will  interrupt 
partition  ;*  but,  however  this  may  be,  there  is  obviously  nothing 
to  interfere  with  the  right  of  adult  heirs  to  a  partition,  where 
both  the  father  and  mother  are  dead  and  there  are  no  minor 
heirs.* 

§  72.  Death  of  Wife  and  Departure  of  Children  —  Widower 
with  Xiece  and  Servants.  —  The  Massachusetts  statute  of  1855  * 

*  Doyle  V,  Coburn,  6  Allen,  78 ;  Silloway  r.  Brown,  12  Allen,  84 ;  Header  v.  Place, 
48  N.  H.  307 ;  Atkinson  v.  Atkinson,  40  N.  H.  249 ;  «.  c,  37  N.  H.  486 ;  Byers  v,  Byers, 
21  Iowa,  268;  Woods  v.  Davis,  84  Iowa,  264;  Redfem  v,  Redfem,  88  HI.  509;  Reeves 
V,  Petty,  44  Texas,  251,  per  Walker,  J. ;  Burns  v.  Jones,  87  Texas,  60;  Petty  r.  Barrett, 
87  Texaa,  84.  Contra:  Cooper  r.  Cooper,  24  Ohio  St  488;  Dobson  v,  Butler,  17 
Mo.  87 ;  Trawick  v.  Harris,  8  Texas,  812 ;  Earle  r.  Earle,  9  Texas,  630;  Sears  r.  Sears, 
46  Texas,  557 ;  Newland  v.  Holland,  45  Texas,  588.  Compare  Vanzant  v,  Vanzant, 
23  ni.  536;  BonneU  v.  Smith,  53  111.  375;  Sellon  c.  Reed,  5  Biss.  125. 

»  Bums  V,  Jones,  37  Texas,  50;  Petty  v.  Barrett,  87  Texas,  84. 
»  Post^  {  673  et  8eq. 

*  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  Ga.  629. 
»  Stat  Mass.  1855,  oh.  238,  {  2. 
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limited  the  homestead  exemption  to  a  **  householder"  "  having  a 
family,"  and  continued  it  to  the  widow  and  children  after  his  death, 
but  contained  uo  corresponding  provision  as  to  its  continuance  in 
the  husband  after  the  death  of  the  wife  and  departure  of  the  chil- 
dren. Neveitheless,  where  the  owner  of  certain  premises  lived 
upon  them  with  his  wife  and  son  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1855,  it  was  held  that  he  acquired  under  the  statute  a  home- 
stead estate  therein  to  the  extent  of  $800  in  value,  which  was  not 
affected  by  the  subsequent  death  of  his  wife  and  the  coming  of 
age  and  departure  of  his  son,  so  long  as  he,  the  father,  continued 
to  occupy  the  premises  as  his  home.  Said  the  court :  *' Although 
a  homestead  estate  cannot  be  acquired  except  by  a  householder 
having  a  family,  yet,  when  once  acquired  and  still  occupied  by 
him,  it  has  been  held  not  to  be  defeated  or  lost  by  the  death  or 
absence  of  his  wife  and  children.^  Any  other  construction  would 
render  a  husband  who  had  been  deprived  of  his  family  by  acci- 
dent or  disease,  or  by  their  desertion  without  any  fault  of  his, 
liable  to  be  instantly  turned  out  of  his  homestead  by  his  credit- 
ors." *  In  a  late  case  in  Georgia  the  opinion  is  expressed  that  it 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  of  that 
state,  in  establishing  the  provision  guaranteeing  the  homestead 
exemption,  **  to  break  up  a  man's  family  just  as  soon  as  his  wife 
and  children  became  of  age.  If  they  had  all  left  him,  their  vol- 
untary departure  would  have  broken  it  up ;  if  they  remained 
with  him,  especially  daughters  dependent  upon  him  as  much 
when  twenty-one  as  when  twenty,  they  would  still  be,  in  the 
sense  of  the  Constitution,  a  legitimate  and  component  part  of  his 
family,  and  he  would  be  entitled  in  law  to  a  home  for  himself  as 
their  head,  and  for  them  as  his  household."'  A  widower  after 
his  wife's  death  continued  to  occupy  the  premises  as  before,  with 
his  slaves,  hirelings,  and  a  niece  and  her  husband,  who  had  come 


*  Citing  Doyle  v,  Cobiim,  6  Allen,  71. 

«  Silloway  r.  Brown,  12  Allen,  84  Compare  Myers  v.  Ford,  22  Wis.  189.  The 
Iowa  statute  puts  the  question  to  rest  by  declaring  that  "  a  widow  or  widower,  though 
without  children,  shall  be  deemed  the  head  of  a  family  while  continuing  to  occupy 
the  house  used  as  such  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband  or  wife.'*  Code  1878, 
2  1989 ;  Rev.  1860,  {  2278 ;  Code  1851,  2  1246.    See  Stewart  v.  Brand,  23  Iowa,  477. 

'  Jackson,  J.,  in  Blackwell  v.  Broughton,  66  Ga.  892.  • 
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to  live  with  him  after  his  wife's  death.     The  homestead  right  pre- 
viously acquired  continued  to  him.* 

§  73.   Withdrawal  of  Wife  —  Rule  in  New  Hampshire. — 

As   stated  and  illustrated  in  another  place,  the  wife,  in  New 
Hampshire,  has  an  inchoate  estate  in  her  husband's  homestead, 
somewhat  resembling  that  of  dower.     It  is  settled  in  that  state 
that  this  estate  is  not  forfeited  by  a  voluntary  separation  of  the 
spouses.     **  The  right  is  required  by  virtue  of  the  marital  re- 
lation, and  generally  the  wife's  claims  become  complete  and  can 
be  consummated,  under  proper  legal  proceedings,  after  the  hus- 
band's death.     The  wife's  legal  home  is  the  husband's,  and  the 
last  homestead  occupied  by  the  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death 
has  been  construed  to  be  her  last  homestead,  whether  livinsr 
together  at  the  time  or  separately."  *     So  held,  where,  in  conse- 
quence of  alleged  ill-treatment,  the  wife  abandoned  the  husband 
in  possession  of  the  homestead,  and  commenced  suit  for  divorce, 
which  suit  was  pending  at  the  time  of  his  death.'    And  the  same 
rule  was  applied  when  the  case  arose  a  second  time,  although  it 
was  admitted  by  demurrer  that  the  wife,  *'of  her  own  wrong, 
without  any  sufficient  cause,  abandoned  her  husband  and  refused 
to  cohabit  with  him,  and  abandoned  the  occupation  of  the  prem- 
ises" in  dispute,  from  a  given  date  until  his  death.*     So  held, 
likewise,  where  the  wife,  on  account  of  an  alleged  adultery  of  the 
husband,  abandoned  him,  leaving  him  living  in  a  hired  house, 
and  with  custody  of  their  infant  son,  and  during  several  years  that 
intervene^  between  that  date  and  the  date  of  his  death  lived 
apart  from  him,  supporting  herself  by  her  own  earnings.     He  in 
the  meantime  purchased  a  farm,  but  removed  to  Minnesota,  with 
the  son,  engaged  in  business  there,  and  died  there  insblvent. 
After  his  death  the  wife  moved  upon  this  farm,  and  claimed  a 
right  of  homestead  therein  as  against  his  moitgagees ;  and  this 
claim  was  sustained.^ 

* 

»  Taylor  v.  Boulware,  17  Tenuis,  74. 

s  Headers.  Place,  48  N.  H.  808;  Atkinson o.  Atkinson,  40  N.  H.  249;  a.  c,  87 
K.  H.  436. 
s  Atkinson  v.  Atkinson.  37  N.  H.  486. 
*  IHd.,  40  N.  H.  249. 
&  Mci\dcr  V.  Place,  43  N.  H.  807. 
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§  74.  Contrary  Bole  In  Texas.  —  But  it  is  settled  in  Texas 
that  if  a  wife,  without  any  just  and  reasonable  cause,  yoluntarily 
abandons  her  husband,  without  any  intention  of  returning,  and 
persists  in  living  apart  from  him,  she  thereby  forfeits  all  right  of 
homestead  in  his  separate  estate.^  In  the  first  case,  Lipscomb, 
J.,  after  enlarging,  in  rather  extravagant  language,  upon  the 
profound  wisdom  of  the  homestead  law,  said:  «*  When  the  har- 
mony of  the  matrimonial  relations  has  been  destroyed,  and  the 
wife  has  voluntarily  withdrawn  from  the  narrow,  but  sacred, 
precincts  of  that  home  in  which  she  was  protected  by  the  law, 
and  left  the  state  and  domiciliated  in  another  state,  and  is  no 
longer  found  a  priestess  ministering  at  the  household  altars,  that 
she  should  claim  the  protection  of  the  homestead  law  is  so  very 
repugnant  to  the  beneficent  designs  it  contemplates  that  we  must 
dissent  from  its  correctness,  as  neither  within  the  spirit  nor  the 
letter  of  the  law."^  *•  There  are  few,  if  any,  countries,"  said 
the  same  learned  judge,  in  the  second  case,  **  where  the  rights 
of  a  wife  are  more  carefully  guarded  by  law  than  in  our  own ; 
but  they  do  not  go  so  far  as  to  free  her  from  all  the  responsibility 
of  her  condition,  and  continue  to  preserve  to  her  all  the  protec- 
tion and  immunity  that  she  would  be  entitled  to  whilst  in  the 
discharge  of  her  duty  as  a  wife.  The  marriage  is,  by  our  laws, 
one  of  mutual  and  reciprocal  obligation ;  and  the  mutuality  of 
those  obligations  would  be  entirely  disregarded  were  she  to  be 
allowed,  in  her  own  wayward  humor,  without  any  just  cause,  to. 
abandon  for  years  the  discharge  of  her  duty.  To  permit  her, 
under  such  circumstances,  after  the  death  of  that  husband  sa 
abandoned  and  neglected,  to  claim  from  his  creditors  or  his 
children  the  homestead  that  she  had  wantonly  abandoned,  would 
be  an  absurdity  to  which  the  law  affords  no  sanction  by  any  fair 
construction  that  can  be  given  to  it ;  on  the  contrary,  it  is  so  far 
out  of  the  reason  of  the  law  that  it  would  be  an  implied  exception 
to  it.  Where  the  reason  of  the  law  is  clear  and  manifest,  what- 
ever is  not  within  the  reason  is  an  implied  exception.  Had  the 
wife  been  driven  by  the  ill-treatment  of  the  husband  to  abandon 

^  Trawick  v.  Harris,  8  Texas,  81l2 ;  Earle  v.  Earle,  9  Texas,  680;  Sears  v.  Sears,  45. 
Texas,  559;  Newland  v,  Holland,  45  Texas,  588. 
«  Trawick  v.  Harris,  8  Texas,  816,  317. 
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tlie  sacred  precincts  of  that  home,  dedicated  by  tlio  law  to  her 
use  and  to  her  protection  from  the  misfoitunes  and  adversities  of 
life,  she  could  again  have  returned  to  the  sanctified  asylum  when 
the  storm  by  which  she  had  been  driven  out  a  houseless  wan- 
derer had  passed  over." 

§  75.  Distinction  between  the  Kew  Hampshire  and  Texas 
Cases.  —  The  opposite  conclusions  reached  by  the  New  Hump- 
shire  and  the  Texas  court  will  be  more  easily  understood  when  it 
is  considered  that  in  New  Hampshire  the  wife's  interest  in  the 
homestead  is  an  inchoate  right  merely,  resembling  dower,  and 
ripening  upon  the  death  of  her  husband  ;  ^  whereas  in  Texas  it  is 
a  present  right,  but  depending  upon  the  keeping  together  of  a 
family^  for  whose  benefit  alone  it  is  created.'  Hence  a  logical 
sequence  of  the  New  Hampshire  doctrine  would  be  that  nothing 
would  bar  a  widow's  right  of  homestead  except  what  would  bar 
her  right  of  dower.  Now,  at  common  law,  not  even  an  adulter- 
ous elopement  would  bar  dower,  unless  followed  by  divorce  a 
vtnctdo.^  But  this  was  changed  by  the  Statute  of  Westminster 
Second,*  and  this  statute  has  been  in  substance  reenacted  in 
many  of  the  American  states,  and  by  some  seems  to  have  been 
recognized  as  a  part  of  the  American  common  law.*  But  no  case 
has  been  found  in  which  it  has  been  adjudged  that  a  wrongful 
abandonment  by  a  wife  of  her  husband,  unaccompanied  with  adul- 
tery, will  bar  her  right  of  dower.  On  the  other  hand,  the  view 
taken  by  the  Texas  court — that  the  homestead  is  hitended  for  the 
support  and  preservation  of  the  family,  and,  hence,  that  a  wife 
who  wrongfully  deserts  tho  family  forfeits  her  rights  as  a  mem- 
ber of  it  —  is  well  brought  out  in  the  following  language  :  "  The 
homestead  is  intended  for  the  comfort  and  security  of  the  family, 
and  for  like  considerations  its  rights  and  privileges  are  extended 
to,  and  conferred  upon,  the  family  of  the  decedent,  after  his  death, 
so  long  as  any  constituent  of  it  remains.  But  it  is  only  when 
there  is  a  family,  or  some  remaining  constituent  of  the  family, 

>  Post,  1 685. 

>  Ncwland  v.  Holland,  46  Texas,  688. 

s  2  Inst  435;  Go.  Lit  32  a,  and  note  194;  2  Bla.  Com.  180;  4  Kent's  Com.  62-54; 
Reynolds  v.  Reynolds,  24  Wend.  193;  Cooper  v.  Whitney,  8  Hill  (N.  Y.),  96. 

*  13  Edw.  L,  eh.  34. 

*  2  Scrib.  on  Dower,  602. 
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surviving  him  that  the  rights  and  privileges  of  the  homestead 
subsist  or  are  recognized  by  law.  Unquestionably,  when  the  wife 
has  voluntarily,  and  without  cause,  withdrawn  from  and  destroyed 
the  family,  ceased  to  be  a  member  of  it,  it  would  be  mockery  to 
say  that  she  is  reunited  to,  or  becomes  again  a  member  of,  it  by 
the  death  of  her  husband,  or  can  claim  privileges  and  immunities 
which  by  law  are  given  only  to  the  family  or  some  surviving  con- 
stituent of  it.'*^ 

§  76.  Applications  of  the  Texas  Rule.  —  It  results  that,  while 
the  wife  is  thus  wrongfully  absent  from  the  husband's  domicile, 
the  latter  may  alienate  his  homestead  without  her  consent,  and  the 
purchaser  will  get  a  title  which  he  and  those  claiming  through 
him  may  asseit  against  any  claim  of  homestead  which  the  wife 
may  set  up  after  the  husband's  death.*  It  also  results  that  the 
husband  may,  during  such  continued  wrongful  absence,  dispose 
of  his  homestead  by  will,  to  the  exclusion  of  any  homestead  rights 
of  the  wife  therein ;  since  the  power  to  sell  includes  in  it  the 
power  of  disposition  by  will.  And  in  such  a  case  the  homestead 
will  pass  to  the  executors  under  the  will,  and  the  wife  cannot 
maintain  a  proceeding  to  have  it  stricken  from  the  inventory.' 
Nor  can  she  claim  homestead  as  against  the  children  of  the  husband 
by  a  former  wife.*  And  since  the  wife  cannot,  according  to 
familiar  doctrine,  compel  the  husband  to  support  her  during  such 
wrongful  absence,*  by  parity  of  reasoning,  if  the  husband  die 
while  she  is  thus  wrongfully  absent,  she  cannot  claim  out  of  his 
estate  the  usual  statutory  "  year's  support,"  and  other  like  pro- 
visions made  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  on  the  happening  of  the 
husband's  death.® 

§  77.  Limitation  of  the  Texas  Bnle.  —  This  rule  of  the  Texas 
court  will  be  better  understood  by  considering  a  limitation  which 

^  Newland  v.  HoUand,  46  Texas,  689. 
«  Trawick  v,  Harris,  8  Texas,  812. 

•  Earle  v.  Earle,  9  Texas,  680. 

•  Sears  v.  Sears,  46  Texas,  667. 

•  2  Kent's  CJom.  146 ;  Robinson  v,  Greinold,  1  Salt  119 ;  Morris  ».  Martin,  1  Stra.  647 ; 
Manby  v.  Scott,  1  Modem,  124;  Child  v.  Hardynoan,  2  Stra.  875;  McCutchen  v.  Mo- 
Gahaj,  11  Johns.  280;  Hunter  v.  Boucher,  8  Pick.  289. 

•  Earle  v.  Earle,  9  Texaa,  680,  684. 
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that  court  has  recently  pot  upon  it,  namely,  that  whilst,  by  vol- 
untarily  and  wrongfully  ceasing  to  become  a  member  of  the  hus* 
band's  family,  she  forfeits  those  rights  which  are  secured  to  the 
family  as  such,  yet  she  does  not  thereby  lose  those  rights  which 
depend  purely  upon  her  status  as  wife  —  as  her  right  to  a  dis- 
tributive share  in  her  husband's  estate.  '*The  right  of  the 
surviving  wife  to  her  interest  in  the  community  property,  or  her 
distributive  portion  of  the  separate  estate  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band, grows  out  of,  and  depends  upon,  the  existence  'of  the 
marital  rehition  between  the  parties,  and  not  merely  upon  con- 
tinued existence  of  the  family.  It  may  be  that,  by  the  separation, 
the  community  interest  in  future  gains  will  cease  ;  but,  certainly, 
it  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  in  such  as  have  been  previously 
acquired.  And  the  mere  withdrawal  by  the  wife  from  the  husband, 
and  continuance  to  live  separate  and  apart  from  him,  however 
unjustifiable  and  improper  her  doing  so  may  be,  does  not  operate, 
and  cannot  be  treated,  as  tantamount  to  a  severance  of  the 
marital  relation.  Though  the  husband  may  have  good  cause  for 
annulling  the  marriage,  evidently,  unless  he  chooses  to  do  this, 
the  mere  improper  and  wrongful  withdrawal  by  the  wife,  and  her 
living  apart  from  him,  cannot  have  this  effect.  And  if  he  does 
not  choose,  by  his  will,  to  deprive  her  of  the  distributive  interest 
in  his  separate  estate,  which  the  statute  gives  her  in  the  absence 
of  any  testamentary  disposition  of  his  property  by  her  husband, 
it  is  not  conceived  that  the  court  has  any  power  to  do  so."  * 

§  78.  Withdrawal  of  Wife  and  ChUd  —  L.imited  Divorce.  — 
Thus,  in  a  case  where  the  owner  of  property,  being  "  a  house- 
holder and  head  of  a  family,'*  had  acquired  a  homestead  therein, 
it  was  held  that  the  right  thus  acquired  was  not  lost  by  the  with- 
drawal from  the  homestead  of  the  wife,  under  a  decree  for  a 
limited  divorce,  and  the  assignment  to  her  of  the  custody  of  the 
child,  the  husband  continuing  to  occupy  the  premises  as  a  home- 
stead ;  since  *'  othei*s  may  be  adopted  as  members  of  his  house- 
hold, and  his  homestead  retain  its  existence."  ' 


>  Newland  v.  HoUand,  46  Texas,  690,  opinion  by  Moore,  J. 
'  Doyle  V.  Cobuni,  6  AUen,  71. 
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§  79 .  Withdrawal  and  DlYorce  of  Wife — Husband  with  On»- 
tody  of  Children.  —  But  if  the  wife  withdraws  from  the  home- 
stead, leaving  the  husband  in  the  occupancy  of  it,  and  in  the 
custody  of  the  children,  and  obtains  a  divorce  from  him,  here 
the  case  is  still  plainer.  The  husband  undoubtedly  continues 
to  be  the  head  of  a  family,  although  the  wife  has  ceased  to  be 
a  member  of  it.  And  this  is  especially  clear  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  he  continues  under  the  legal  duty  of  sheltering  and  support- 
ing the  children.^    It  follows  that,  — 

§  80.  1>iYoroe  prociired  by  Husband  —  Husband  In  Onstody 
of  Homestead,  with  Care  of  Children.  —  Where  the  husband 
procures  a  divorce  from  the  wife,  and  remains  on  the  homestead 

with  custody  of  the  children,  he  of  course  continues  to  be  the 

• 

head  of  the  family,  and  the  wife  ceases  to  be  a  member  of  it ;  and, 
if  the  court,  in  granting  the  divorce,  makes  no  disposition  of  the 
homestead,  he  will  be  entitled  to  hold  it  as  against  any  claim 
which  may  be  set  up  by  her,  unless  it  be  such  a  claim  as  could 
be  asserted  by  a  stranger.'  Accordingly,  where,  in  such  a  case, 
the  divorced  wife  acquired  the  fee  in  the  premises  constituting 
the  homestead  from  the  grantee,  in  a  deed  executed  by  her  and 
her  husband  prior  to  the  divorce,  which  deed  did  not  operate  to 
release  the  homestead  right,  she  still  held  in  subordination  to  his 
right  of  homestead.'  In  such  a  case,  if  the  wife  has  obtained  a 
^67t6raZ  judgment  for  alimony,  the  husband  may  assert  his  right 
of  homestead  against  it  the  same  as  he  could  assert  it  against 
any  other  judgment.* 

§  81.   Homestead  given  to  Wife  divorced  for  Dronkenness. — 

A  statute  of  Kansas  gives  the  court  power,  in  granting  a  divorce, 
whether  for  the  fault  of  the  husband  or  wife,  to  give  the  wife 
such  share  of  the  husband's  real  or  personal  estate  as  shall  be 
just  and  reasonable.^     A   very  singular  decision   in  that  state 

^  Byen  v.  Byers,  21  Iowa,  268.    "  The  homestead  law,"  Bald  Dillon,  J.,  "  ii  intended 
for  the  benefit  of  the /amiZy,  children  as  well  as  wife." 

*  Redfem  v.  Redfem,  88  IlL  609;  compare  Byers  v.  Byezs,  21  Iowa,  268. 
'  Bedfem  v.  Bedfem,  supra, 

*  Ibid. 

*  Laws  Ean.  1870,  p.  180,  {  27 ;  Dassler's  Stat,  {  8879 
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^ftve  a  husband  a  divorce  from  his  wife  on  account  of  her  habit- 
ual drunkenness,  but  gave  her  the  homestead,  custody  of  two 
joung  children,  and  $25  per  month  as  alimony  I  ^ 

§  82.  Wife  dlvorcedy  with  Custody  of  Children.  —  If  a  wife 
procures  a  divorce  for  a  meritorious  cause,  and  the  children  are 
committed  to  her  care,  she  does  not  thereby  forfeit  her  right  of 
homestead  under  a  statute  creating  a  homestead  for  the  benefit 
of  *' a  householder"  *' having  a  family,"  and  providing  that 
•'  such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the  death  of  such  house- 
holder, for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  family,  some,  or  one,  of 
them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead  until  the  youngest 
child  shall  become  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until  the  death 
of  the  widow."*  The  fact  that,  pending  the  proceeding  for  di- 
vorce, the  wife  withdraws  from  the  homestead,  does  not  forfeit 
her  right.'  Therefore,  where  a  wife  procured  a  decree  divorcing 
her  absolutely  from  her  husband  on  account  of  his  adultery, 
awarding  to  her  the  custody  of  the  only  child  living  with  the 
family,^  and  $500  as  alimony,  the  decree  being  silent  as.  to  the 
disposition  of  the  homestead,  and  she  and  the  child  continued  to 
occupy  the  former  homestead,  and  afterwards  the  divorced  hus- 
band conveyed  the  same  away  by  his  sole  deed,  it  was  held  that 
a  person  claiming  through  the  husband's  grantee  could  not  main- 
tain ejectment  for  it.* 

§  83.  Divorced  Husband  —  Children  emancipated.  —  But, 
where  the  wife  obtained  a  divorce  from  the  husband,  with  a 
decree  for  alimony,  which  was  made  a  lien  upon  his  estate,  and 
the  decree  gave  her  the  custody  of  one  child,  and  the  other  two 
children  (minors),  after  the  divorce,  left  the  father,  lived  apart 
from  him,  suppoi-ting  themselves  by  their  own  earnings,  and  the 


^  Brandon  v.  Brandon,  14  Kan.  842;  «.  c,  14  Am.  Law  Rev.  449. 
3  Scates'  Conip.  Stat  111.  576;  Vanzant  v.  Vanzant,  28  HI.  586,  542;  Bonnell  o. 
Smith,  58  111.  875,  888;  Sellon  v.  Reed,  5  Biss.  125. 

•  Vanzant  v.  Vanzant,  supra. 

♦  Probably  the  only  living  child  of  the  marriage.    The  report  is  obscure  on  this 
point. 

*  Sellon  V.  Reed,  5  Biss.  125;  U.  S.  Cir.  CU  i^orth.  Dia.  111.,  opinion  by  Blodgett,  J. 
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wife  caused  his  estate  to  be  sold  under  a  bill  to  enforce  her 
decree,  and,  after  discharging  prior  liens,  there  remained  a  small 
sum,  which  would  go  to  the  wife  as  alimony  unless  the  husband  was 
entitled  to  claim  it  in  lieu  of  homestead,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  not  sustain  such  a  claim.  (1)  His  rights  were  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  facts  existing  at  the  time  the  fund  was  to  be 
disposed  of  by  the  court ;  (2)  he  had  at  that  time,  by  the  eman- 
cipation of  his  children,  ceased  to  be  the  head  of  a  family  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Homestead  Aot.^ 

§  84.   Effect  of  Wife's  Divorce  on  Widow's  Exemption. — 

A  wife  absolutely  divorced  from  her  husband  ceases,  by  virtue  of 
such  a  decree,  to  be  his  wife,  aud,  upon  his  death,  cannot,  of 
course,  be  deemed  his  **  widow ;"  and  is,  hence,  not  entitled  to  the 
widow's  exemption  provided  for  by  the  statute  of  Missouri.  If 
this  were  not  so,  the  divorced  husband  might  marry  again  and 
then  die,  leaving  behind  him  two  "  widows  "  — a  thing  which  the 
liCgislature  is  supposed  not  to  have  contemplated.' 

§  85.  DlYorce  and  Partition  of  Community  —  Bights  of 
Judgment-creditors.  —  In  a  case  in  Texas,  judgment  was  ren- 
dered divorcing  A  from  his  wife,  B,  and  directing  the  sale  by  a 
commissioner  of  the  land  described  as  the  homestead  and  as  com- 
munity property,  and  directing  the  partition  of  the  proceeds 
between  A  and  B.  Another  judgment  was  rendered  on  the  same 
day,  by  the  same  court,  in  favor  of  D  and  against  A,  on  a  commu- 
nity debt  owing  by  A,  and  the  land  described  in  the  judgment  for 
divorce  as  a  homestead  was  levied  on  and  sold  under  execution  on 
the  same  day  that  the  same  land  was  sold  by  the  commissioner. 
In  a  controversy  between  the  purchasers  at  the  two  sales  which 
involved  the  title,  it  was  held  that,  being  community  property, 
if  not  a  homestead,  the  land  was  liable  to  the  payment  of  com- 
munity debts  contracted  before  the  institution  of  the  suit  for 
divorce.  If  the  property  was  a  homestead,  it  was  not  subject  to 
a  forced  sale,  and  the  creditor  could  have  no  ground  to  complain 

1  Cooper  V.  Cooper,  24  Ohio  St.  489. 
*  Dobson  V,  Butler,  17  Mo.  87. 
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that  the  court  decreed  the  sale  and  distribution  between  the  par- 
ties entitled  to  it.  And  it  was  held  that  it  was  error  to  exclude 
evidence  offered  by  the  purchaser  at  execution  sale  to  show  that 
the  land  was  not  a  homestead.^ 


ARTICLE  in.  —  Political  Status  :    Aliens  —  Non-residents  — 

Absconding  Debtors. 

§  90.  "Citizen"  —  Alien.  —  Under  a  statute  extending  the 
homestead  exemption  to  **  every  free  white  citizen  of  this  state, 
male  or  female,  being  a  householder  or  head  of  a  family,"  a 
question  was  raised  in  Arkansas  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
•*  citizen,"  and  whether  an  unnaturalized  resident  of  the  state 
was  entitled  to  the  exemption.  The  word  *'  citizen,"  as  here 
used,  was  held  to  be  the  equivalent  of  the  word  "  resident,"  or 
«* inhabitant."*     So,  under  a  statute  of  Texas  reserving  from 

1  Blcbej  V.  Hare,  41  Texas,  836. 

'  McKenzie  v.  Morphj,  24  Aik.  165,  opinion  by  I^airchUd,  J.  As  this  was  a  dose 
question,  perhaps  the  reasoning  of  the  court  should  be  g^ven  at  length :  "  The  object 
of  the  statute,  as  is  plainly  to  be  seen  from  reading  the  foregoing  sections,  was  to 
afford  a  home  to  the  family  of  which  the  citizen,  the  householder,  was  the  head,  irre- 
spective of  his  liabilities.  The  statute  intended  no  individual  benefit  for  the  head  of 
the  family ;  disconnected  from  the  family  the  head  of  it  was  entitled  to  no  considera- 
tion, but  the  family,  when  deprived  of  its  head  by  death,  was  to  have  the  protection  of 
the  act  by  holding  the  land,  or  town  or  city  lot,  upon  which  the  family  residence  was 
situated,  exempt  from  execution  so  long  as  either  was  occupied  and  used  as  the  resi- 
dence of  the  family  of  which  the  deceased  head  was  the  representative.  Such  being 
the  object  of  the  statute,  we  cannot  suppose  that  the  (General  Assembly  intended  to 
confer  a  benefit  upon  the  family  of  a  citizen  native  bom,  or  naturalized,  which  it  would 
deny  to  that  of  a  domiciliated  foreigner;  as  the  one  was  as  likely  as  the  other  to  need 
the  exemption,  and  both  were,  in  reason  and  in  nature,  equally  entitled  to  its  protec- 
tion. An  allusion  to  the  facts  in  this  case  may  afford  an  illustration  of  the  reasonable- 
ness of  this  conclusion.  Murphy,  the  defendant,  was  shown  at  the  trial  to  have  lived 
in  this  state  since  1842,  except  an  interval  of  a  few  months  in  New  Orleans,  in  1850 
and  1861 ;  he  served  as  a  soldier  of  the  United  States  for  twelve  months  in  its  war 
with  Mexico,  married  in  this  country,  had  been  the  head  of  a  family  for  ten  years,  and 
had  a  wife  and  three  children  at  the  time  of  the  trial.  And,  by  the  efforts  of  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  to  introduce  testimony  upon  the  subject,  he  endeavored  to  be- 
come naturalized.  We  cannot  perceive  any  reason  why,  upon  this  state  of  facts,  the 
fiunily  of  the  defendant,  or  Murphy  for  it  as  its  head,  is  not  as  fully  entitled  to  the 
exemption  of  the  statute  as  if  he  had  by  legal  evidence  proven  a  successful  applicar 
tion  for  participation  in  the  political  rights  of  citizenship  of  the  United  States.  Yet 
if  the  words  of  the  statute  will  not  support  such  a  construction,  it  must  not  be  given. 
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execution  certain  chattels  to  every  citizen  or  head  of  a  family  in 
this  republic,"  it  has  been  held  that  proof  of  citizenship  is  not 
necessar}'^  to  entitle  the  debtor  to  the  exemption  ;  '*  for,  although 
the  statute  uses  the  phrase  'every  citizen,'  yet  this  is  not  to  be 
taken  in  a  restricted  sense,  as  designating  only  the  native-born  or 
naturalized  citizen,  but  in  its  general  acceptation  and  meaning — 
as  descriptive  of  the  inhabitimts  of  the  country."  ^  The  Consti- 
tution of  Nebraska'  declares  that  «*  no  distinction  shall  ever  be 
made  by  law  between  resident  aliens  and  citizens  in  reference  to 
the  possession,  enjoyment,  or  descent  of  property."  Conse- 
quently, a  resident  alien  who  had  fixed  his  home  in  Nebraska 

Branton  v.  Bran  ton,  23  Ark.  57S.  But,  as  was  said  in  construing  another  statute  in  an 
important  matter,  *  unless  its  terms  are  entirely  free  from  ambiguity,  regard  must  be 
had  to  its  known  object,  to  prevent  the  mischief  intended  to  be  provided  against  —  to  its 
general  spirit  and  intent.*  Patterson  v,  Thompson,  24  Ark.  66.  The  word  '  citizen '  is 
often  used  in  common  conversation  as  meaning  only  an  inhabitant,  a  resident  of  a 
town,  state,  or  county,  without  any  application  to  political  or  civil  privileges ;  and  we 
think  it  is  so  used  in  our  Constitution.  In  article  4,  section  2,  of  the  Constitution,  of 
1836,  it  is  written :  *  every  free  white  male  citizen  of  the  United  States  who  shall  have 
attained  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  who  shall  have  been  a  citizen  of  this  state 
for  six  months,  shall  be  deemed  a  qualified  elector.'  Besides  being  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States,  a  voter  or  elector  in  this  state  must  have  been  a  citizen  of  the  state 
for  six  months,  which  can  mean  nothing  else  than  to  have  been  a  resident  of  the  state 
for  that  time  —  an  inhabitant,  as  the  term  is  used  in  section  4  of  the  same  article  in 
prescribing  that  as  a  qualification  of  a  representative,  in  addition  to  being  a  free  white 
citizen  of  the  United  States.  Section  4  of  the  Declaration  of  Rights  (art.  2,  Const 
1836)  is  thus:  *That  the  civil  rights,  privileges,  or  capacities  of  any  citizen  shall 
in  nowise  be  diminished  or  enlarged  on  account  of  his  religion.*  An  alien  has 
civil  rights,  though  he  may  not  have  the  civil  capacities  of  conferring  or  holding 
offices,  and  can  those  rights  *be  diminished  or  enlarged  on  account  of  his  religion?' 
Or,  if  an  attempt  is  made  to  do  this  by  statute,  or  without  law,  would  it  not  be  void  by 
this  section?  If  so,  it  must  be  because  citizen  is  used  in  the  sense  of  resident,  or  in- 
habitant, else  a  wider  rule  of  construction  must  be  adopted,  so  as  to  hold  that  an  alien 
is,  by  implication,  free  from  gain  or  loss  of  civil  rights  on  account  of  religion,  because 
other  persons  are  expressly  saved  therefrom ;  which,  if  good  law,  would  be  bad  logic. 
So,  in  section  7  of  the  same  article :  '  every  citizen  may  freely  speak,  write,  and  print 
on  any  subject,  being  responsible  for  the  abuse  of  that  liberty.*  A  law  prohibiting 
this  to  an  unnaturalized  foreigner  would  be  in  danger  of  falling  when  met  by  this  in- 
violate privilege  to  every  citizen.  In  the  United  States  courts  their  jurisdiction 
dependent  upon  controversies  between  citizens  of  different  states  is  believed  to  have 
been  often  upheld  by  the  mere  fact  of  residence,  without  existence  of  political 
citizenship,  as  being  in  accordance  with  the  constitutional  proviaiouB  on  that  subject^ 
though  the  authorities  are  not  now  accessible.*' 

1  Cobb  V.  Coleman,  14  Texas,  694. 

«  Art  1,  §  14. 
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with  the  intention  of  remaininof  there,  whose  family  had  remained 
behind  in  England,  he  intending,  however,  to  remove  them  to 
Nebraska,  was  entitled  to  the  exemption  of  $500  on  personal 
property  provided  by  statute^  in  that  state.* 

§91.  Xon-residents,  —  The  early  homestead  law  of  California, 
like  the  present  Code  of  that  state,  appears  to  have  been  silent 
as  to  the  political  status  of  the  persons  who  might  claim  the  privi- 
lege,' although  the  Constitution  of  that  state  contained  this  gen- 
eral provision :  ^^ Foreigners  who  are,  or  may  hereafter  become, 
bona-fide  residents  of  this  state  shall  enjoy  the  same  rights  in 
respect  to  the  possession,  enjoyment,  and  inheritance  of  prop- 
erty as  native-born  citizens."*  But  the  very  idea  of  homestead 
implies  occupancy  of  some  sort,  permanent  or  temporary,  actual 
or  constructive ;  and  this,  it  is  presumed,  all  statutes  of  home- 
stead require.^  But  would  occupancy  by  a  citizen  of  another 
state,  who  had  gone  to  California  for  the  purpose  of  making 
some  money,  intending  then  to  return  to  his  foimer  residence 
and  live  permanently  there,  entitle  the  occupant  to  this  right? 
It  was  held  that  it  would.  ^*The  homestead  law,"  said  th^ 
court,  ''  is  not  limited  in  its  operation  to  any  class,  but  is  uni- 
versal in  its  application,  and  all  classes  of  persons  are  entitled  to 
its  benefits,  without  any  distinction  as  to  citizenship  or  capacity 
of  becoming  citizens.  So  long  as  the  parties  actually  reside  in 
the  state,  and  use  the  property  as  a  home,  they  cannot  be  denied 
the  benefits  secured  by  the  law."*  The  general  rule  must 
remain,  however,  notwithstanding  that  in  many  cases  difficulty 
will  attend  its  application,  that  domicile  in  any  state  is  necessary 
to  entitle  a  person  to  homestead  rights  therein.^     But,  as  the 

1  Ck)de  Oiv.  Proc  Neb.,  J  621. 

•  The  People  v,  Dobson,  2  Neb.  7. 
>  Williams  v.  Young,  17  Gak  408. 

•  Const.  CaL,  art  1,  {  17.  The  Homestead  Act  of  1851,  section  2,  provided  that  no 
alienation  of  the  homestead  by  a  married  man  should  be  valid  without  the  signature 
and  separate  acknowledgment  of  his  wife,  **  provided  thai  the  wife  be  a  resident  of 
tJdeetate,** 

^  Bee  ch.  5,  post, 

•  Dawley  v.  Ayers,  28  OaL  106. 

V  Alston  V.  Ulman,  89  Texas,  157 ;  Jordan  v.  €k>dman,  19  Texas,  275.  In  the  first  case 
it  was  held  that,  where  a  citizen  of  Alabama  had  bought  land  in  Texas,  intending  to 
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domicile  of  the  husband  draws  with  it  the  domicile  of  the  wife, 
the  fact  that  a  wife  remaius  out  of  the  state  with  the  consent 
and  approval  of  her  husband  has  been  held  not  to  preclude  her, 
after  his  death,  from  asserting  a  homestead  right  in  his  estate  as 
against  his  creditors.^  But  it  is  otherwise  if  the  absence  was 
yolimtary  on  the  part  of  the  wife,  amounting  to  a  wrongful 
abandonment  of  the  husband  ;  ^  and  in  this  sense  the  court  under- 
stands its  previous  decision  in  Meyer  v.  Claus.'  Where  a  husband 
sold  the  family  homestead,  the  wife  not  joining  in  the  deed,  and 
afterwards  with  his  family  removed  from  the  state,  and  died  in 
another  state,  the  wife  could  not,  after  his  death,  return  to  Texas 
and  assert  her  right  of  homestead.  *'Her  removal  from  the 
state  is  inconsistent  with  any  right  remaining  to  her  former 
homestead,  and  effectually  precludes  her  from  afterwards  assert- 
ing such  right."  *  In  Ohio  the  exemptions  allowed  to  "every 
person  who  has  a  family,"  under  the  provisions  of  a  recent 
statute,*  may  be  claimed  by  any  debtor  against  whom  an  action 
is  prosecuted  in  the  courts  of  that  state,  whether  such  debtor  be 
or  be  not  a  resident  of  the  state.*  In  Indiana  a  person  who  has 
had  an  exemption  of  personalty  set  off  to  him  loses  his  right  to 
retain  it  by  removing  from  the  state ;  since  he  ceases  to  be  a 
**  resident  householder." ' 

§  92.  Widow  and  Children  residing  in  another  State.  — ^Will 
a  widow,  or  a  widow  and  children,  residing  in  another  state  at 
the  time  of  the  husband's  death,  be  permitted  to  claim  a  home- 
stead exemption  in  lands  situated  in  this  state?  Apart  from 
the  failure  of  the  condition  of  residence  and  occupancy^  which  is 
generally  held  necessary  to  support  the  homestead  right,  does 
the  policy  or  comity  of  states  extend  thus  far?    In  Louisiana  it 

make  it  his  homestead,  but,  before  accomplishing  this  object,  had  died  in  Alabama, 
his  children  could  not  claim,  out  of  his  property  in  course  of  administration  in  Texas, 
the  substituted  statutory  allowance  of  $2,000,  in  lieu  of  homestead. 

^  Lacey  v.  Clements,  86  Texas,  661. 

s  Ibid.;  Earl  v.  Earl,  9  Texas,  684. 

»  16  Texas,  616. 

^  Jordan  o.  Godman,  19  Texas,  276. 

•  Act  April  16,  1878 ;  70  Laws  Ohio,  182. 

•  Sproul  V,  McCoy,  26  Ohio  St.  677. 

»  2  Gavin  &  Herd's  Stat.  Lid.  868,  J  1 ;  Finley  v.  Sly,  44  Ind.  269. 

76 


WIDOW   AND   CHILDREN   RESIDING   ELSEWHERE.  §  92 

is  held  not,  although  the  widow  and  children  moved  into  the 
state  before  the  settlement  of  the  succession ;  the  position  of  the 
court  being  that  their  rights  were  fixed  by  circumstances  which 
existed  at  the  date  of  the  husband's  death,  and  not  at  the  date  of 
the  succession.^     So,  whilst,  in  order  to  be  within  the  protection 

^  Succession  of  Norton,  18  La.  An.  86.  In  so  holding  the  court  applied  the  strong 
language  which  was  used  by  Lea,  J.,  in  Stewart  v.  His  Creditors,  12  La.  An.  91,  where 
the  wife  of  a  non-resident  insolvent  claimed  a  legal  mortgage  upon  his  estate  in  Louisi- 
ana :  *'  It  is  the  duty  of  the  state  to  protect  its  own  widows  and  orphans,  and  those 
of  its  own  people  who  are  laboring  under  legal  incapacities.  Upon  what  principle  of 
public  policy,  or  even  of  common  justice,  could  the  rights  of  mortgaged  creditors  in 
this  state  be  postponed  to  the  claims  of  an  interdicted  person,  residing  in  France,  upon 
the  property  of  his  curator,  situated  in  this  state,  for  an  indebtedness  growing  out  of 
an  administration  in  that  country."  Similar  views  were  expressed  in  a  case  in  Texas, 
though  they  were  not  necessary  to  the  decision.  Li  this  case  a  German  had  emigrated 
from  Germany  to  Texas,  leaving  his  wife  behind.  Here  he  carried  on  business  for 
several  years,  in  partnership  with  another  woman,  with  whom  he  lived  in  a  state  of 
adultery,  and  had  children  by  her.  Before  the  arrival  of  his  wife  in  this  country*  he 
divided  with  this  woman  the  partnership  gains,  including  some  real  property,  making 
suitable  conveyances.  His  wife,  on  her  arrival,  brought  an  action  to  set  aside  these 
conveyances,  as  in  fraud  of  her  right  of  community  and  homestead.  A  verdict  was 
rendered  against  her,  which,  applying  the  usual  rule  which  obtains  in  appellate  courts 
in  support  of  verdicts,  the  Supreme  Court  refused  to  disturb.  The  following  instruc- 
tion was  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff:  "If  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  Xavier  Meyer  had  built  a  house  on  the  lot,  and  was  living  in  it  at  the  time  of  the 
sale  to  Josephine  Claus,  the  same  became  the  homestead,  and  could  not  have  been 
alienated  without  the  consent  of  Xavier  Meyer's  wife,  and  such  sale  is  null  in  law  if  it 
was  partnership  property."  The  court  thought  that  if  there  was  error  in  this  charge 
it  consisted  in  its  being  too  favorable  to  the  plaintiff.  "  As  a  general  rule,"  said  Lips- 
comb, J.,  "  the  domicile  of  the  husband  is  to  be  regarded  as  the  domicile  of  the  wife ; 
but  this  rule  cannot  be  regarded  as  admitting  of  no  exception,  and  it  is  certainly  not 
so  clear  but  that  this  case  would  require  an  exception.  If  the  husband  can  come  here 
from  a  foreign  country,  acquire  a  home,  and  remain  years,  and  his  wife  remain  in  that 
foreign  country,  and  allow  her  homestead  rights  to  attach,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rights 
of  others,  it  would  open  a  door  for  a  great  deal  of  fraud.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  this  case, 
to  decide  how  far  the  rule  should  have  been  qualified,  but  it  is  certain  that  the  court  did 
not  err  against  the  plaintiff."  Meyer  v.  Claus,  15  Texas,  616.  In  a  late  case  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Texas  has  gone  far  toward  destroj-ing  the  salutary  rule  thus  laid  down. 
Here  a  single  man  resided  on  his  own  land  in  1860,  living,  with  his  slaves,  in  cabins,  and 
cultivating  a  field,  until  September,  1861,  when  he  entered  the  Confederate  army  and  left 
the  state,  leaving  an  agent  authorized  to  manage  his  affairs  and  to  sell  the  land.  He  ^ 
married  in  1863,  in  Alabama,  in  contemplation  of  a  permanent  residence  in  Texas,  and 
in  the  fall  of  that  year,  from  ill-health,  returned  home,  and  in  a  few  months  contracted 
for  the  sale  of  his  said  residence,  and  effected  the  sale  through  the  attorney  appointed  by 
him  on  entering  the  army.  The  wife  joined  her  husband  in  Texas  in  1866,  remaining 
with  him,  removing  from  place  to  place,  with  his  relatives,  till  his  death,  in  1866,  and 
returned  to  Alabama  two  or  three  months  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  having  no 
other  homestead.  It  was  held,,  upon  these  facts,  that  the  widow  was  entitled,  as  against 
the  vendee  of  her  husband,  to  homestead  rights.    Henderson  v.  Ford,  46  Texas,  627. 
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of  the  Alabama  statute,  it  is  not  necessary  that  the  persons  who 
sustain  to  each  other  the  relation  necessary  to  constitute  a  family 
should  reside  under  one  roof,^  it  is  necessary  that  the  dependent 
members  of  the  family  should  reside  within  the  state,  since  the 
exemption  is  in  terms  created  <*  for  the  use  of  every  family  in 
this  state;"  and  the  fact  that  the  head  of  the  family  alone  is 
within  this  state  does  not  fill  the  measure  of  the  statutory 
requirement.  Even  if  such  were  not  the  tenns  of  the  statute, 
the  couit  could  see  no  sound  reason  '*  for  extendino:  our  own 
legislation  beyond  our  own  limits."  ' 

§  93.  Removal  from  the  State. —•  Where  a  husband  and  wife 
had  a  right  of  homestead  in  certain  laud,  and  the  wife  removed 
to  Georgia  with  her  children  and  remained  permanently  there, 
and  the  husband  went  to  Mexico  with  the  army  and  died  there, 
so  that  the  widow  had  become  in  fact  a  citizen  of  Georgia,  it  was 
held  that  she  could  not  assert  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  land  as 
against  a  person  claiming  under  a  deed  from  the  husband/  So, 
in  Indiana,  a  debtor  who  has  had  a  chattel  exemption  laid  off  to 
him  loses  it  by  removing  from  the  state,  so  that  he  cannot  claim 
it  if  a  second  execution  is  issued  on  the  same  judgment.* 

§  94.  Temporary  Sojourner. — A  person  temporarily  residing 
in  Wisconsin  can  claim  the  benefits  of  an  exempting  statute 
which  does  not  purport  to  confine  its  privileges  to  residents  at  all. 
It  is  said  that  *'it  would  be  entirely  inconsistent  with  the  benefi- 
cent intentions  of  the  statute,  as  well  as  with  the  dignity  of  a 
sovereign  state,  to  say  that  a  temporary  sojourner,  or  even  the 
stranger  within  our  gates,  was  not  entitled  to  its  protection."* 
A  contrary  view  was  taken  by  the  Supreme  Coui*t  of  Tennessee, 
under  a  statute  which  made  it  lawful  '*  for  each  individual  in  this 
state,  against  whom  an  execution  may  issue,  to  select  and  set 
apart  '*  certain  enumerated  articles.**  It  was  held  that  the  statute 
did  not  extend  to  non-residents  casually  within  the  state.' 

1  Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  488. 
'  Allen  V.  Manasse,  4  Ala.  554. 
»  Trawhick  v.  Harris,  8  Texas,  812. 

*  Finley  v.  Sly,  44  lud.  269. 

*  Lowe  V.  Stringham,  14  Wis.  222,  225,  opinion  by  Paine,  J. 

*  Stat  Tenii.  1820,  ch.  11,  §  1 ;  Car.  &  Nich.  Dig.  533. 
'  Hawkins  v.  Pearce,  11  Humph.  44. 
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§  95.  Absconding  Debtor. — A  statute  of  New  Jersey  pro- 
vided that  certain  articles  to  the  value  of  $200,  **  the  property 
of  any  debtor  having  a  family  residing  in  this  state,  shall  be 
reserved,  as  well  before  as  after  the  death  of  the  debtor,  for  the 
use  of  the  family,  against  all  creditors,"  etc.^  It  has  been  held 
that  the  benefits  of  this  statute  are  not  confined  to  a  debtor 
residing  in  New  Jersey,  but  that  they  extend  to  his  family,  if 
they  reside  thei'e,  although  he  himself  may  have  absconded. 
"  The  benefits  of  the  act,"  said  the  court,  ''  are  not  extended  to 
the  goods  of  every  debtor,  with  or  without  a  family,  nor  are  the 
goods  exempt  if  he  have  a  family  residing  in  another  state  *  and 
move  here.  If  the  debtor  reside  in  another  state  and  has  a 
family  residing  here  in  the  possession  of  the  goods,  they  are 
exempt  to  the  extent  prescribed  by  the  act.  The  words  *  residing 
in  this  state*  qualify  or  relate  to  the  family,  not  the  debtor.  The 
goods  are  exempt  after  his  death,  as  well  as  before,  showing  that 
the  exemption  is  not  personal  or  in  his  favor,  but  for  the  benefit 
of  his  family,  as  well  after  as  before  his  death.  The  clause  is 
confused  and  contradictory  ;  it  cannot  be  construed  literally ;  we 
must  seek  for  the  idea  sought  to  be  expressed.  A  debtor  can 
have  no  residence  in  this  state,  or  anywhere,  after  his  death,  nor 
can  he  have  a  family  residing  here.  It  must  mean  that  the  goods, 
etc.,  in  the  possession  of  a  family  residing  in  this  state  are  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  head  of  the  family  as  well 
after  as  before  his  or  her  death,  and  not  liable  to  be  seized  or 
taken  by  virtue  of  any  civil  process  whatever.  That  the  debtor 
is  not  present  at  the  appraisement  to  select  the  articles,  will  not 
stay  the  execution  of  the  writ  or  prevent  the  family  from  having 
the  benefit  designed.  To  give  effect  to  the  obvious  design  of  the 
act  the  word  '  defendant'  must  be  held  to  include,  not  only  the 
defendant,  but  the  head  of  the  family  in  his  absence,  left  in  charge 
of  the  goods,  and,  therefore,  clothed  with  the  necessary  power, 
by  implied  agency,  to  protect  them  from  unlawful  seizure.  This 
constiniction  gives  effect  to  every  word  of  the  section,  and  reme- 
dies the  mischief  that  called  for  the  law  —  that  the  families  of 
debtors  might  not  be  broken  up  by  creditors  depriving  them  of 

>  Stat  N. .;.  April  16, 1846;  Rev.  Stat  946;  Nixon's  Dig.  249. 
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all  the  comforts  of  life.  If  this  be  not  so,  property  of  a  family 
in  transitu  from  one  house  to  another  would  be  deprived  of  all 
protection."  ^  In  the  same  case,  when  before  the  Supreme  Court, 
it  is  said  that  ''  the  statute  meant  to  provide  for  the  comfort  of 
families  residing  in  the  state,  and,  hence,  the  language  used  is,  not 
*  the  property  of  any  debtor  residing  in  this  state  having  a  family,' 
but  « the  property  of  any  debtor*  having  a  family  residing  in  this 
state,  shall  be  reserved  for  the  use  of  the  family.'  To  obtain  the 
benefits  of  this  benevolent  provision  of  the  act  it  is  sufficient  if 
the  family  reside  here,  wherever  the  temporary  or  permanent 
residence  of  the  husband  or  head  of  it  may  be."  ^  Besides,  it  is 
said  that  a  residence  once  obtained  continues  without  interrup- 
tion until  a  new  one  is  gained.'  Therefore  the  fact  that  a  debtor 
is  absent,  and  that  his  wife  is  removing  his  goods  from  one  part 
of  the  state  to  another,  is  not  evidence  of  a  change  of  residence, 
and  will  not  justify  the  attachment  of  the  goods  in  transitu,^ 
And  it  has  been  held  in  Kentucky  that  an  avowed  intention  on 
the  part  of  a  debtor  to  remove  from  the  slate^  and  a  packing-up 
and  preparation  on  his  part  to  remove,  will  not  deprive  him  of 
the  character  of  a  **  housekeeper,"  within  the  meaning  of  a 
statute  of  exemptions,  any  more  than  an  intention  to  remove 
will  deprive  a  man  of  his  residence  and  domicile.  Nor*  (it  is 
said)  will  he  cease  to  be  a  housekeeper  while  in  transitu} 

§  97.  Continaed.  —  The  statute  of  Alabama,  which  provides 
that  certain  described  articles  *'  shall  be  retained  by  and  for  the 
use  of  every  family  in  this  state,  free  and  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale,'"  etc.,  has  been  held  to  apply,  whether  the  family  is  sta- 
tionary or  moving  from  place  to  place.  *  *  The  policy  of  the  law," 
said  the  court,  "  secures  the  exempt  articles  from  levy  and  sale, 

'  Bonnel  o.  Dunn,  29  N.  J.  Law,  487,  N.  J.  Ct.  of  Errors  and  App.,  opinion  by 
Wholpley,  J. 

*  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  2S  K.  J.  Law,  165,  opinion  by  Haines,  J. ;  reversed  on  other 
grounds,  29  N.  J.  Law,  485. 

3  Gadwalader  o.  Howell,  IS  N.  J.  Law,  188. 
«  Bonnel  o.  Dunn,  28  K.  J.  Law,  155. 

6  Anthony  v.  Wade,  1  Bush,  1]0. 

*  Ibid.;  compare  Woodward  v.  Murray,  18  JohnB.  400;  Gnffin  «.  Sutherland,  14 
Barb.  458. 

7  Clay's  Ala.  Dig.  210,  J  47. 
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for  the  nse  of  the  family,  everywhere  within  the  limits  of  the 
state ;  and,  certainly,  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  this 
exemption  is  claimed  in  Benton,  in  an  adjoining,  or  remote 
county,  as  the  right  to  retain  the  property  so  exempt  attaches  to 
the  family  wherever  it  may  bo  in  the  state,  whether  stationary  or 
in  the  act  of  moving  from  one  part  of  the  state  to  another ;  and 
it  is  certainly  unimportant  whether  a  removal  is  about  to  be 
mado  openly  or  chindestinely.  The  intention  of  the  head  of 
the  family  to  abscond  to  avoid  the  payment  of  his  debts 
cannot  affect  the  right  of  the  family  to  property  which  the  law 
exempts  from  levy  and  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts.  Nor, 
indeed,  can  we  perceive  how  an  intention,  avowed,  of  leaving  the 
state  would  alter  the  case  ;  for,  so  long  as  the  family  remain  within 
the  state,  the  prohibition  to  levy  on  the  exempt  articles  must  be 
in  force.  This  question,  however,  though  mooted  in  the  court 
below,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  expressly  decided,  and  we 
shall,  therefore,  abstain  from  the  decision  of  it  at  this  time."* 
So,  under  the  Indiana  statute  of  1852,*  a  person  moving  from 
on?  place  to  another  in  the  state  continues  to  be  a  resident  house- 
holder,^^  ^  And  so  was  a  debtor  who,  at  the  time  of  the  lew  and 
sale,  was  skulking  about  to  avoid  criminal  process,  who  was  fre- 
quently seen  in  the  county,  but  whose  usual  whereabouts  were 
unknown  ;  whose  property  remained  in  the  house  he  had  lately 
occupied,  but  whose  family^were  temporarily  at  the  house  of 
anothei".*  A  fortiori^  if  the  existing  sfattis  of  a  person  entitles 
him  to  a  certain  exemption,  the  mere  fact  that  he  contemplates 
removing  from  the  state  will  not  deprive  him  of  it.* 

§  97.  Continued  —  If  Debtor  has  absconded.  —  But,  if  a 
debtor  has  absconded  and  left  the  state  with  the  intent  of  defraud- 
ing his  creditors,'  and  is  not,  at  the  time  of  a  levy  up(m  chattels 
which  he  h.is  left  behind,  a  resident  of  the  state,'  his  right  to  an 

*  Davi9  V,  Allen,  11  Ala.  165. 

«  Rev.  Stat  Ind.,  ed.  1862,  p.  836. 
»  Mark  v.  The  State,  15  Ind.  93. 

*  Norman  v.  Bellman,  16  Ind.  156. 

*  Springer  v.  Lewis,  22  Pu.  St.  191. 

*  Orr  c.  Box,  22  Minn.  485;  Yelverton  v.  Burton,  20  Pa.  St.  351. 
'  Finlcy  o.  Sly,  44  Ind.  26'J. 
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exemption,  in  the  absence  of  a  statutory  expression  to  the  con- 
trary, is  gone.^  Thus  it  is  said  that  '*  the  exemption  of  certain 
kinds  or  classes  of  property  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  is 
not  an  incident  inseparably  attached  to  the  property  itself,  but 
a  personal  privilege  conferred  upon  debtors  happening  to  own 
the  same,  which  they  may  insist  upon  or  waive  at  pleasure.  In 
case  a  debtor  absconds  from  the  state  with  the  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing the  service  of  process  and  all  responsibility  to  its  laws,  and 
of  placing  himself  permanently  beyond  their  reach  and  influence, 
he  must  be  regarded  as  voluntarily  abandoning  all  claim  to  par- 
ticipate in  any  of  the  personal  benefits  and  privileges  conferred 
by  such  laws  upon  those  remaining  subject  to  their  jurisdiction.''  * 
"Refusing  to  remain  within  our  jurisdiction,"  said  Woodward, 
J.,  in  a  similar  case,  *f  he  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  come 
within  it  to  appropriate  its  bounties."  '  But  care  should  be  taken 
not  to  apply  this  rule  to  a  debtor  who  has  stored  his  furniture, 
and,  with  his  family,  removed  temporarily  from  the  state.  In 
such  case  an  officer  levying  upon  exempt  property  so  left  behind 
is  a  trespasser.  So  held  where  the  debtor  left  the  territory  and 
was  gone  four  or  five  months,  there  being  no  evidence  as  to  his 
purpose  in  leaving.*  Long-continued  absence,  however,  as  well 
as  other  circumstances,  would  be  evidence  of  a  permanent 
removal  such  as  would  justify  a  levy.*  But  in  Missouri,  by  the 
express  provisions  of  a  statute,  a  maiHed  woman  whose  husband 
has  absconded  is  entitled  to  certain  chattel  exemptions,  as  more 
fully  stated  in  the  note.* 

§  98.   Mulatto  —  "Free  white  Citizen."  —  A  political  revo- 

1  As  in  Missouri :  State  v.  DiU,  60  Mo.  483. 

«  Cornell,  J.,  in  Orr  v.  Box,  22  Minn.  487. 

»  Yelverton  v.  Burton,  26  Pa.  St  861. 

*  Wymond  c.  Amsbury,  2  Col.  218. 

6  Ihid. 

^  State  V.  Dill,  60  Mo.  483.  The  section  of  the  statute  referred  to  is  as  follows : 
'*  When  the  articles  specified  in  the  last  preceding  section  shall  belong  to  a  married 
man,  and  he,  at  the  time  the  execution  is  levied,  or  at  any  time  before  the  sale  under 
it,  has  absconded  or  absented  himself  from  his  place  of  abode,  his  wife  may  claim 
said  articles  and  receive  the .  same  from  the  officer,  and  may,  if  the  said  articles  are 
taken  or  withheld  from  her,  in  her  own  name  sue  for  and  recover  the  same,  or  the 
value  thereof;  and  in  such  suit  shall  not  be  required  to  ^ve  security  for  costs." 
Wag.  Stat  1872,  p.  606, 1 14. 
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lution  has  happily  rendered  obsolete  some  of  the  learning  on  the 
subject  we  are  now  considering;  and  lawyers  of  the  coming 
generation  will  read  with  some  curiosity  a  judicial  decision  in 
which,  notwithstanding  it  was  in  a  free  state,  it  was  denied  by 
counsel  that  the  homestead  exemption  extended  to  persons  of 
African  descent.  The  court,  however,  held  that  there  was  noth- 
ing in  the  point.  Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  Legislature 
had  made  a  distinction  against  such  persons,  and  the  courts  had 
no  authority  to  do  so.^  The  policy  and  effect  of  homestead  laws 
being  to  create  and  preserve  a  free  yeomanry,  instead  of  a  de- 
pendent tenantry,  while  slavery  existed  it  was  contrary  to  the 
policy  of  the  slave  states  to  extend  this  privilege  to  free  negroes. 
Accordingly,  we  find  that  the  benetits  of  most  of  the  exemption 
laws  of  those  states  were  limited  to  free  white  persons.  Under 
such  a  statute,  defining  the  person  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
homestead  exemption  as  <<  a  free  white  citizen  of  this  state,"  it 
was  presumed^  in  the  absence  of  countervailing  proof,  that  the 
person  claiming  the  exemption  was  a  person  of  this  description.^ 

«  TVilliams  r.  Young,  17  Cal.  408. 
*  Trotter  v.  Dobbs,  88  Miss.  198. 
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ARTICLE  I. — General  DEFijaTiONS  and  Views. 

§  100.  General  Definitions.  —  What  is  the  homestead? 
*' Stethe,"  or**sted,"  says  Lord  Coke,  **betokeneth  properly 
the  bank  of  a  river,  and  many  times  a  jpZace/*^  ''The  home- 
stead, accordmg  to  that  definition,  means  the  home  place  —  the 
place  where  the  home  is ;  and  snch  is  its  legal  acceptation  at  the 
present  day.  It  is  the  home  —  the  house  and  the  adjoining  land, 
where  the  head  of  the  family  dwells  —  the  home  farm."  '^  "It  is 
the  land  where  is  situated  the  dwelling  of  the  owner  and  his 
family.'*^  "A  homestead  necessarily  includes  the  idea  of  a 
residence."  *  It  must  be  the  owner's  "  phice  of  residence  —  the 
place  where  he  lives."  *     "  The  leading  and  fundamental  idea  con- 

1  Co.  Lit  4,  0. 

>  Hoitt  V,  Webb,  86  N.  H.  166,  per  Eastman,  J. 

»  Cole,  J.,  in  Bunker  r.  Locke,  16  Wis.  638. 

*  Wheeler,  C.  J.,  in  Stanley  v.  Greenwood,  24  Texas,  224. 

*  Philleo  r.  Smalley,  23  Texas,  602,  per  Bell,  J.  To  the  same  effect,  see  Kelly  v. 
Baker,  10  Minn.  156 ;  Folsom  r.  Carli,  5  Minn.  383 ;  Tillotson  v.  Millard,  7  Minn. 
518;  Rogers  v.  Ragland,  42  Texas,  443. 
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§   100  WHAT   18   THE   HOMESTEAD. 

nected  with  a  homestead  is  unquestionably  associated  with  that 
of  a  place  of  residence  for  the  family,  where  the  inde[)endence 
and  security  of  a  home  may  be  enjoyed  without  danger  of  its  loss 
or  harassment  or  disturbance  by  reason  of  the  improvidence  or 
misfortune  of  the  head  or  any  other  member  of  the  family.  It  is 
a  secure  asylum,  of  which  the  family  cannot  be  deprived  by 
creditors.  Within  its  sanctuary,  however  urgent  may  be  their 
demands,  they  cannot  intrude.  It  was  not,  however,  the  puipose 
of  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  to  exempt  from  the  claims  of 
creditors  a  definite  quantity  of  land  in  the  country,  or  lots  of  a 
designated  value  in  town,  irrespective  of  the  tises  to  which  such 
property  had  been  applied,  so  that  the  family,  if  its  head  had 
failed  to  do  this,  might  provide  a  homestead,  or  extend  and  en- 
large such  homestead  as  had  already  been  provided,  or*  secure  to 
the  family  an  adequate  support,  or  the  means  of  making  such  a 
support,  without  regard  to  the  rights  of  creditors,  out  of  other 
property  not  connected  with,  or  from  its  nature  or  character,  or 
from  its  use,  not  forming  a  part  of,  the  homestead."  ^  In  Arkansas 
it  is  said  the  question  whether  a  building  is  a  dwelling-house  or  a 
homestead  does  not  depend  on  its  situation,  external  appearance, 
or  internal  arrangements,  or  that  it  would  be  more  valuable  as  a 
place  of  business  than  as  a  place  of  residence,  but  upon  the  fact 
that  it  is  really  and  truly  occupied  as  a  dwelling-house  for  the 
owner  and  his  family — nor  does  the  owner  forfeit  the  benefit  of 
his  exemption  by  devoting  a  part  of  the  building  to  a  use  other 
than  that  of  a  mere  residence.' 


^  Iken  V.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  198,  per  Moore,  J. 

'  Norrifl  v,  Kidd,  28  Ark.  486.  A  late  case  in  Massachusetts  (Backus  v.  Chapman, 
111  Mass.  886)  may  be  profitably  referred  to  in  this  connection  as  throwing  some  light 
on  the  meaning  of  the  term  "homestead,"  although  no  question  under  the  homestead 
law  of  that  state  was  involved.  One  J.  S.  owned  a  parcel  of  land,  on  the  westerly 
part  of  which  was  the  house  in  which  he  lived,  with  the  land  about  it  inclosed  by  a 
fence,  a  well  inside  the  inclosure,  and  a  barn.  He  built  a  new  house  on  the  easterly 
part,  moved  into  it,  occupied  the  bam  and  used  the  well  as  before,  occupied  part 
of  the  L  of  the  old  house,  as  he  had  for  many  years,  a^  a  carpenter's  shop,  but  leased 
the  old  house  and  the  inclosed  land  about  it  8ix  years  afterwards  he  made  his  will, 
devising  his  "  homestead "  to  his  wife,  and  then  died.  In  a  writ  of  entry  to  recover 
the  premises,  the  demandants  claiming  through  his  two  sons,  it  was  held  that  the 
above  facts  would  warrant  the  conclusion  that  the  old  house  and  the  inclosed  land 
about  it  were  not  a  part  of  the  **  homestead,"  and,  hence,  did  not  pass  under  the  devise. 
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§  101.  Deflnitions  continued. — The  boundary  lines  of  a 
Bubjecty  whic^  are  called  its  definition,  can  frequently  be  more 
distinctly  traced  than  otherwise  where  certain  objects  are  pointed 
out  which  they  exclude.  The  homestead,  while  embracing  the 
dwelling  and  home  farm  where  the  family  dwell,  does  not  extend 
to  "  other  tenements,  lots,  and  farm-houses  in  which  they 
do  not  dwell,  and  farms  on  which  they  do  not  live."^  This 
language  must,  however,  be  understood  in  a  general  sense ;  it 
yields  to  an  exception  frequently  made,  but  more  frequently 
denied,  that  detached  buildings  (as  a  tan-yard,'  a  cotton- 
gin,'  or  a  mill*)  or  detached  parcels  of  land  (as  timber*  or 
meadow*),  if  fised  by  the  debtor,  in  connection  with  his  resi- 
dence, in  supporting  his  family,  may  form  a  part  of  his  home- 
stead.^ 

§  102.  ]>elInitions  continued — Test  of  Use*  —  We  are  tiius 
conducted  to  tise  as  a  test  by  which  to  determine  whether  par- 
ticular premises  are  or  are  not  the  homestead  of  the  owner.  It 
may  be  stated  broadly  that  use  is  one  of  the  concurring  conditions 
of  homestead ;  unless  the  premises  are  ttsed  as  a  homestead,  no 
right  of  homestead  exists  in  them.  ^<  The  use  made  of  land  may 
determine  its  character  as  a  part  of  a  homestead  or  not,  as  well 
as  its  proximity  to,  or  remoteness  from,  the  residence  or  mansion 
house.  •  •  •  Such  use  is  an  object  of  observation,  which 
indicates,  and  is  notice  of,  appropriation  for  homestead  pur- 
poses."^ But,  as  we  shall  see  in  the  succeeding  chapter, 
pi'eparation  to  t^e,  coupled  with  a  bona-fide  intention  so  to 
do,  frequently  takes  the  place  of  actual  use.  It  may  be  stated, 
however,  as  an  absolute  rule,  admitting  of  no  exceptions,  that 
actual  use  as  a  homestead,  or  in  connection  therewith,  or,  as  a 
substitute  for  actual  use,   a  bona-fide   preparation  to  use   (as 

>  Eastman,  J.,  in  HoiU  v.  Webb,  86  N.  H.  166. 

*  Houston,  etc.,  K  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texas,  611. 
»  Jhid. 

♦  Greeley  v.  Scott,  2  Woods,  667;  a.  c,  12  N.  B.  R  248;  2  C.  L.  J.  861 ;  Stevens 
V.  Hollingsworth,  74  m.  208. 

^  Peridns  v,  Quigley,  62  Mo.  503,  per  Kapton,  J. 

•  Buxton  0.  Dearborn,  46  N.  H.  48. 

^  Houston,  etc.,  B.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texas,  611. 

•  JHd.,  per  Roberts,  C.  J. 
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where  an  immigrant  is  erecting  a  dwelling  for  himself  and  family 
on  land  which  he  has  recently  purchased),  or  constructive  use 
(as  in  case  of  a  temporary  abandonment),  must  be  shown  in  all 
cases  to  enable  the  owner  of  property  to  assert  a  right  of  home- 
stead therein.  Furthermore,  this  use  or  preparation  to  use  must 
be  manifest^  so  as  to  notify  those  who  deal  with  the  owner  that 
the  premises  are  his  homestead,  or  at  least  to  put  them  upon 
inquiry;  **it  must  be  made  to  appear  that  they  were  actually 
used,  or  manifestly  intended  to  be  used,  as  pait  of  the  home  of 
the  family."*  Where  the  suit  was  for  the  cancellation  of  the 
deed  of  a  lot  of  ground  alleged  to  be  void  because  it  was  a  part 
of  the  homestead,  and  because  the  wife  did  not  join  in  its  execu- 
tion, the  court  said :  **  A  secret  intention  of  the  seller,  not  made 
known,  cannot  affect  the  purchaser.  Unless  the  pui'chaser  knew, 
or,  from  the  circumstances,  ought  to  have  known,  that  the  lots 
were  a  part  of  the  homestead,  he  had  a  right  to  treat  with,  and 
purchase  from,  the  husband  without  the  concurrence  of  his  wife."  * 
<*  What  is  meant  by  the  homestead  of  the  family,"  said  another 
*  learned  judge  in  a  leading  case,  '*  in  the  country  and  its  approxi- 
mate locality,  is  determinable  by  obvious  facts,  as  a  determinate 
object,  and  not  by  the  variable  intention  privately  entertained  or 
openly  declared  by  the  husband,  he  and  his  wife  residing  on  the 
land  in  their  home  at  the  time."  ' 

§  103.  Definition  continued  —  Effect  of  Liimitation  as  to 
Value.  —  The  laws  of  most  of  the  states  limit  the  value  of  the 
premises  which  may  be  reserved  by  a  debtor  as  his  homestead 
to  a  definite  sum.  It  is  obvious  that,  where  the  statute  contains 
no  such  limitation,  the  difficulty  of  determining  what  is  the  home- 
stead will  be,  in  many  cases,  greatly  increased.*  On  the  other 
hand,  if  the  premises  are  continuodsly  and  in  good  faith  used  as 

1  Grosholz  V.  Newman,  21  WaU.  486,  per  Waite,  C.  J. 

*  Ihid.y  per  "Waite,  0.  J. 

*  Houston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texas,  612. 

*  This  is  illustrated  by  the  foUowing  cases,  where  no  such  limitation  existed: 
Houston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co,  v.  Winter,  44  Texas,  697;  Re  Tertelling,  2  Dill.  139;  Phelps 
9,  Rooney,  9  Wis.  70;  Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  4  Iowa,  868.  K  the  statute  limits  the 
Talue  of  the  homestead  to  a  certain  sum,  in  a  contest  whether  a  particular  tract  is  the 
homestead,  it  is  error  to  reject  evidence  as  to  its  value.    Hill  v.  Bacon,  43  HI.  477. 
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a  homestead,  theii  form,  physical  characteristics,  and  geography 
become  less  material,  since  it  will  be  no  concern  of  a  creditor  or 
purchaser  that  the  premises  are  not  sjuitable  or  convenient  for  a 
homestead ;  that  is  a  manner  about  which  the  owner  will  please 
himself.^  We  can,  then,  almost  agree  with  the  dictum  found  in 
a  California  case — that  *«  the  only  tests  are  icse  and  value,*^  ^  But 
a  little  reflection  will  show  that  cases  may  arise  in  which  these 
tests  ought  not  to  be  held  conclusive.  Thus,  if  A  is  found 
residing  with  his  family  in  a  saw-mill  or  tannery,  and  B  is  asked 
to  give  him  credit  or  to  purchase  the  establishment,  B  will  nat- 
urally assume  that  A's  residence  in  a  place  so  unsuitable  for  a 
home  is  but  temporary,  and  that  he  may  safely  give  him  credit 
on  the  faith  of  this  property  not  being  his  homestead,  or  pur- 
chase it  without  a  formal  relinquishment  of  homestead  on  the 
part  of  his  wife.  If  he  do  either  of  these  things,  and  a  couit  of 
justice  afterwards  decides  that  the  property  is  A*s  homestead,  a 
clear  fraud  will  have  been  wrought  upon  B. 

§  104.  The  conclusive  Test,  then,  must  be  that  the  fomn^ 
physical  characteristics ^  and  geography  of  the  premises  must  be 
such  as,  when  taken  in  connection  with  their  use  by  the  owner, 
and  their  value  where  the  statute  creates  a  limit  as  to  value,  will 
convey  notice  to  pers(ms  of  ordinary  prudence  who  deal  with  him 
that  they  are  his  homestead.  This  conclusion  must  be  under- 
stood as  the  author's  view ;  it  is  not  always  the  view  of  the 
courts,  but  it  is  believed  that  it  cannot  be  lost  sight  of  without 
making  homestead  laws  an  instrument  of  fraud. ^  The  current 
of  judicial  opinion  on  the  subject  can  best  be  shown  by  quotino- 
from  several  leading  cases. 

1  "  What  difference  could  it  make  to  a  creditor  whether  the  assignment  was  in  one 
place  or  another,  so  that  the  value  of  the  exemption  was  not  increased?"  Rodman, 
J.,  in  Mayho  v.  Cotton,  09  N.  C.  298.  So,  if  the  lot  on  which  the  debtor's  residence 
is  situated  is  above  the  statutory-  value,  he  clearly  cannot  claim  that  an  adjoining  lot — 
the  two  being  "  separate  tracts  of  ground,  and  distinct  legal  subdivisions  under  the 
town  plat"— is  a  part  of  his  homestead.  Hay  v,  Baugh,  77  HI.  502;  see  Linton  v. 
Quimby,  67  111.  271 ;  Hill  r.  Bacon,  43  111.  478. 

^  Sanderson,  J.,  in  Gregg  v,  Bostwick,  33  Cal.  220. 

*  This  view  is  well  sustained  by  the  following  cases :  Grosholz  v,  Newman,  21  Wall. 
481 ;  Houston,  etc.,  R.  K.  Co.  v.  Gage,  44  Texas,  597  j  Iken  y.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  195. 
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§  105.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Calif  omia — Use  and 
Value.  —  The  following  language,  found  in  a  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  California,  has  been  frequently  approved  in 
subsequent  cases  in  that  state:    <<Two  questions  only  are  pre- 

« 

sented :  first,  what  is  the  debtor's  homestead,  as  a  matter  of  fact? 
or,  in  other  words,  how  much  of  the  land  in  question  has  he 
actually  occupied  and  used  as  a  homestead?  and,  second,  what  is 
its  value  ?  Whatever  in  fact  constitutes  his  homestead  at  the  time 
of  making  the  declaration,  and  does  not  exceed  $5,000  in  value, 
must  be  declared  exempt.  Both  are  questions  of  fact,  except  so 
far  as  the  first  may  rest  on  legal  definition.  Both  in  the  Consti- 
tution and  the  statute  the  word  *  homestead '  is  used  in  its 
ordinary  or  popular  sense  —  or,  in  other  words,  its  legal  sense  is 
also  its  popular  sense.  It  represents  the  dwelling-house  at  which 
the  family  resides,  with  the  usual  and  customary  appurtenances, 
including  out-buildings  of  every  kind  necessary  or  convenient  for 
family  use,  and  lands  used  for  the  purposes  thereof.  If  situated 
in  the  country,  it  may  include  a  garden  or  farm.  If  situated  in 
a  city  or  town,  it  may  include  one  or  more  lots,  or  one  or  more 
blocks.  In  either  case  it  is  unlimited  by  extent  merely.  It  need 
not  be  in  a  compact  body.  On  the  contrary,  it  may  be  intersected 
by  highways,  streets,  or  alleys.  Neither  is  it  circumscribed  by 
fences  merely.  In  respect  to  quantity,  by  itself  considered,  it  is 
unlimited,  whether  in  town  or  country.  In  short,  the  only  tests 
are  use  and  value.  The  former  is  both  abstract  and  statutory, 
the  latter  statutory  only.  Whatever  is  used,  being  either  neces- 
sary or  convenient  as  a  place  of  residence  for  the  family,  as 
contradistinguished  from  a  place  of  business,  constitutes  the 
homestead,  subject  to  the  statutory  limit  as  to  value.  If,  how- 
ever, it  is  also  used  as  a  place  of  business  by  the  family,  which 
frequently  happens,  it  may  not  therefore  cease  to  be  a  homestead, 
if  it  would  be  necessary  or  convenient  for  family  use  independent 
of  the  business.  If  what  is  actually  used  as  a  homestead  is  of 
greater  value  than  $5,000,  the  excess  is  not  homestead  under  the 
statute,  though  so  in  fact.  In  such  a  case  the  statute  pre* 
scribes  the  course  to  be  pursued  (§3).  Further  than  this,  in 
the  way  of  general  definitioUi  it  is  difficult  to  go,  if  not  impos- 
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Bible."  ^  In  a  later  case  the  same  court  says,  referring  to  the  fore- 
going language :  **  This  definition  is  applicable,  not  only  when  the 
declaration  [of  homestead]  is  made  and  filed,  but  during  the  whole 
period  of  its  existence,  and  up  to  the  time  when,  upon  the  death 
of  the  husband  or  the  wife,  it  ceases  to  be  a  homestead,  and  the 
property  vests  in  the  survivor.  The  homestead  and  the  tests  by 
which  it  is  ascertained  are  the  same,  whether  the  question  arises 
between  those  claiming  the  homestead,  or  one  of  them,  and  a 
vendee,  a  mortgagee,  a  creditor,  or  the  heirs  of  the  deceased 
husband  or  wife.  There  is  not  one  homestead  as  against  a  cred- 
itor, and  a  different  one,  when  the  sumvor  asserts  his  or  her 
claims,  as  against  the  heirs  of  the  deceased." ' 

§  106.  Views  of  Hfr.  Justice  Bradley  —  Appurtenant  Prop- 
erty used  in  Debtor's  Business.  —  In  a  case  at  circuit  in  Florida, 
in  1875,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley  expressed  the  following  views: 
"  The  Constitution  of  Florida,  adopted  in  1868,  reserves  to  every 
head  of  a  family  residing  in  the  state,  and  to  his  heirs,  his  home- 
stead and  one  thousand  dollars'  worth  of  personal  property,  free 
from  the  claims  of  creditors.  If  not  in  an  incorporated  city  or 
town,  it  may  be  a  homestead  to  the  extent  of  one  hundred  and 
sixty  acres  of  land ;  if  in  such  city  or  town,  half  an  acre — without 
any  limit  as  to  value  in  either  case.  The  reservation,  however, 
is  only  that  of  the  homestead,  and  embraces  no  more,  although 
the  party  may  own  more  within  the  prescribed  limit  of  quantity. 
It  is  very  material,  therefore,  to  know  what  is  meant  by,  and  em- 
braced in,  a  homestead.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution 
of  Florida,  however  it  may  be  elsewhere,  it  ceitainly  embraces 
more  than  a  house  for  shelter ;  for  it  may  extend  to  one  hundred 
and  sixty  acres  of  land,  which  .could  never  be  needed  for  that 
purpose  alone.  As  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  is  the  usual 
quantity  for  a  farm  in  this  countiy,  the  policy  of  the  Constitution 
seems  to  be  to  allow  a  man  such  quantity  of  land  with  his  house 
as  he  is  accustomed  to  use  therewith  in  the  pursuit  of  bis  occu- 
pation.    In  other  words,  the  object  seems  to  be,  not  only  to 

1  G-regg  V,  Bostwick,  88  Cal.  227,  ;;e/'  Suudenon,  J. 
s  Estate  of  Delaney,  87  OaL  ISa 
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preserve  to  the  unfortunate  debtor  his  house  for  shelter,  but  his 
usual  means  of  employment  by  which  to  earn  his  livelihood  and 
support  his  family.  The  state,  as  well  as  the  individual  himself, 
is  interested  in  his  labor  and  industry,  and,  therefore,  takes  care 
that  he  shall  not  be  deprived  of  the  power  to  employ  them. 

"  In  the  case  of  a  farmer,  therefore,  it  is  clear  that  the  exemp- 
tion embraces  his  house  and  farm,  not  exceeding  the  amount 
limited;  of  course  it  includes  (and  so  the  Constitution  declares) 
the  improvements  thereon.  Those  improvements,  however,  must 
be  such  as  to  make  them  properly  a  part  of  the  homestead,  such 
as  out-houses,  barns,  sheds,  wagon-houses,  fences,  etc.  They 
would  not  embrace  tenant  houses,  though  built  bn  the  farm,  tor 
these  would  be  no  proper  part  of  the  farm  homestead.  They 
constitute  capital  separately  invested.  They  produce  a  revenue 
of  their  own,  distinct  from  that  of  the  farm.  For  the  same  reason 
the  farmer's  homestead  would  not  include  a  saw-mill,  or  a  grist- 
mill, or  a  carding  and  fulling-mill,  though  erected  on  a  portion 
of  a  tract  of  which  the  farm  is  a  part.  These  are  separate 
enterprises  in  which  the  farmer  has  been  enabled  to  invest  his 
surplus  capital.  They  are  no  part  of  the  farm.  If  he  runs  it, 
he  does  it  as  a  separate  business  from  that  of  his  farm,  and  he 
cannot  claim  both  as  appurtenant  to,  and  part  of,  his  homestead. 
They  constitute  the  basis  of  outside  and  separate  industries.  A 
mill-owner,  in  like  manner,  may  have  a  farm  attached  to  his  mill, 
and  work  it  as  a  separate  and  secondary  business.  He  may  claim 
his  mill  as  part  of  his  homestead,  but  not  the  farm  also  ;  other- 
wise, by  multiplying  his  branches  of  business  and  trade,  a  man 
might  have  a  large  domain,  consisting  of  many  establishments, 
and  claim  them  all  as  incident  to  his  homestead.  This  never 
could  have  been  the  intent  of  the  Constitution.  It  would  be  an 
unreasonable  construction  of  its  terms.  Those  terms  nuist  be 
fairly  construed,  so  as  to  fully  carry  out  the  policy  of  the  Con- 
.^titution,  and  vet  not  to  nullifv  all  oblii^ations  of  a  debtor  to  ])av 
his  debts.  That  the  preservation  of  a  householder's  means  of 
canying  on  his  business,  as  well  as  a  house  for  shelter,  is  within 
the  constitutional  purpose  is  evident  from  tiic  clause  relating  to 
city  pro[)erty,  namely,  that  in  a  city  or  town  the  exemption  shall 
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not  oxtend  to  more  improvements  or  buildings  than  the  residence 
and  business  house  of  the  owner,  showing  that  the  business  house, 
as  well  as  the  residence,  is  included."  ^ 

§  107.  Continued.  —  '*  But,  while  the  cases  which  we  have 
supposed  are  comparatively  easy  of  solution,  a  great  many  others 
will  arise  presenting  greater  difficulty  and  embarrassment.  The 
amount  of  property  which  the  necessary  interpretation  of  the 
exemption  will  sometimes  embrace  will  undoubtedly  appear  as  a 
great  hardship  and  injustice  to  creditors.  It  is  a  great  stride 
from  that  state  of  things  in  wliich  the  sanctity  of  a  debt  induced 
the  Legislature,  not  only  to  take  from  the  debtor  all  his  propertj', 
but  even  his  libertv  itself.  It  niav  be  a  question  whether  it  is 
not  caiTying  the  principle  of  exemption  too  far  for  the  public 
welfare.  It  is  true  that  the  farmer  without  his  farm,  the  black- 
smith without  his  forge,  the  miller  without  his  mill,  the  trader 
or  business  man  without  his  shop  —  in  fine,  any  citizen  without 
his  place  to  work  and  labor,  or  pursue  his  ordinary  calling  —  is 
deprived  of  the  power  to  support  himself  and  his  family  ;  becomes 
a  burden,  instead  of  a  help,  to  the  community.  These  establish- 
ments or  places  of  labor  or  occupation  are,  respectively,  adjun<ts 
of  a  man's  homestead,  and,  within  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
Constitution  of  Florida,  form  a  part  of  it.  Whether  the  provision 
is  politic  or  impolitic  is  a  question  with  which  the  courts  are  not 
concerned.  In  the  eye  of  the  philosophic  economist,  taking  a 
broad  view  of  the  interests  and  objects  of  human  society,  it  has 
many  reasons  in  its  favor ;  and  the  creditor  cannot  complain  of 
injustice,  for  he  understands  the  conditions  when  he  givos  tho 
credit.  It  is  a  pure  question  of  policy,  namely,  Avhether  the 
advantages  ol>tained  by  the  exemption  are  equivalent  to  the  dis- 
advantages arising  from  the  unwillingness  of  capital  to  remain  in 
a  community  where  such  an  exemption  exists  ;  or  whether,  from 
the  latter  cause,  the  law  Avill  not  operate  too  depressingly  upon 
enterprise.  Speculation,  however,  is  unnecessary.  The  people 
of  the  state  of  Florida  have,  in  their  Constitution,  declared  what 
their  will  is  on  the  subject,  and  that  declaration  is  binding  on 
both  the  people  and  the  courts. 

»  Greeley  v,  ScotL  2.  Woods,  G57 ;  5.  c,  12  N.  B.  R.  248 ;  2  C.  L.  J.  361. 
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**In  the  case  under  consideration  the  debtor  claims  to  follow 
the  business  and  trade  of  sawing  lumber,  and  asks  to  have  his 
mill,  which  adjoins  his  dwelling,  reseiTed  as  a  pait  of  his  home- 
stead. In  our  opinion  this  claim  is  suppoited  by  the  constitu- 
tional provision.  The  mill,  in  the  sense  of  that  Constitution,  is 
appurtenant  to,  and  part  of,  the  debtor's  homestead.  If  it  be 
objected  that  the  value  is  unreasonably  great,  we  answer  that  the 
Constitution  prescribes  no  limit  of  value,  and  the  courts  cannot 
prescribe  one.  As  before  stated,  we  think  that  a  man's  shop, 
store,  or  mill,  in  which  he  pursues  his  usual  trade  or  avocation 
(as  well  as  the  farmer's  farm),  if  connected  with,  and  adjacent 
to,  his  dwelling,  is  intended  to  be  included  in  his  homestead.  It 
is  the  stand  or  place  on  which,  and  by  means  of  which,  he  may 
continue  to  pursue  his  industrial  labor  and  be  a  useful  citizen, 
and  is  within  the  object  which  the  Constitution  has  in  view.  But 
the  debtor  cannot  ask  to  retain  those  portions  of  the  forty-acre 
tract  which  are  not  ancillary  to  his  homestead,  considered  as  the 
homestead  of  a  lumberman  running  a  saw-mill.  Those  portions 
will  be  for  the  assignee,  under  the  direction  of  the  District  Court, 
to  separate  from  the  rest."^ 

§  108.  Yiews  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nevada — Appurte- 
nances used  by  Debtor.  —  In  an  early  case  in  Nevada,  under 
a  statute  elsewhere  quoted,^  the  following  views  are  expressed : 
*•  We  do  not  think  it  was  the  policy  of  the  law  to  preserve  only 
a  residence  for  the  family  of  the  insolvent  debtor,  but  to  secure 
also  the  means  of  making  a  living.  To  give  an  insolvent  debtor 
a  fine  house  to  live  in,  without  any  means  to  support  his  family, 
would  be  an  injury  to  his  creditors  without  any  corresponding 
benefit  to  the  debtor.  But  to  protect  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  a 
cheap  and  modest  house  for  his  family,  together  with  such  adja- 
cent lands  or  business  houses  as  will  enable  him  to  decently  sup- 
port his  family,  would  be  wise  and  humane  policy.  We  think 
such  was  the  intention  of  the  law.  If  a  person  is  protected  in  the 
enjoyment  of  a  homestead  consisting  of  several  hundred  acres 
of  land,  not  more,  perhaps,  than  an  acre  is  necessary  for  house, 

1  Greeley  v.  Scott,  2  Wooda,  667 ;  «.  c,  12  N.  B.  R.  248 ;  2  C.  L.  J.  361. 
«  Infra,  i  187,  note. 
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garden,  yard,  and  all  out-buildings  necessary  to  the  proper  en- 
joyment of  his  residence.  All  the  balance  is  devoted  to  the 
business  of  farming,  by  which  he  makes  his  living.  Yet  it  has 
never  been  questioned  that  farms  might  be  set  aside  as  home- 
steads. Why,  then,  may  not  a  shop,  a  stable,  a  store-house,  or 
a  hotel  be  set  apart  with  the  homestead  lands  as  readily  as  a 
farm,  if  the  whole  does  not  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  $5,000? 
We  can  see  no  reason  for  the  distinction."  ^ 

§  109.    Increase  of  Yalue  works  Diminution  of  Qnaiitily.  — 

In  California  the  eflfect  of  a  statute  limiting  the  value  of  the 
homestead  to  $5,000  is  thus  stated :  "  At  its  inception  it  is  lim- 
ited to  five  thousand  dollars  in  value,  and,  when  the  property  is 
enhanced  in  value  so  that  it  exceeds  the  statutory  limit,  the  excess 
does  not  constitute  a  part  of  the  statutory  homestead.  After  the 
premises  are  worth  five  thousand  dollars,. every  increase  in  value 
works  a  reduction  in  the  area  of  the  homestead,  until  a  point  is 
reached  when  it  cannot  be  further  cut  down  and  leave  a  homestead 
of  the  value  of  five  thousand  dollars  without  material  injury,  and, 
after  that  point  is  reached,  no  part  of  the  premises  constitutes  a 
statutory  homestead  ;  but  the  value  or  proceeds  of  the  premises  to 
the  extent  of  five  thousand  dollars  has  the  benefit  of  the  exemption 
from  forced  sale."  ^  But  in  Texas  it  is  said  that  **  the  limitation  of 
the  urban  homestead  was  fixed,  not  by  the  size  or  number  of  the  lots 
designated  or  appropriated  as  a  home  or  a  residence,  but  by  their 
value  at  the  time  they  were  so  designated,  without  reference  to  their 
subsequent  appreciation  or  the  improvements  placed  upon  them."  • 

§  110.    Lfimitation  of  Quantity  or  Yalne  an  Incident,  not  a 

Test.  — In  a  leading  case  in  California  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  lays  down  with  gi*eat  clearness  that  neither  a  limitation  as 
to  quantity  nor  value  can  serve  as  a  test  of  what  the  homestead 
actually  is  ;  but  that,  after  a  homestead  has  been  shown  to  exist 
by  other  tests,  these  enter  as  elements  into  the  definition.  *'  The 
primary   object,"  said  the  court,  '*of  all  legislation  upon  the 

*  Clark  V.  Shannon,  1  Nov.  568,  per  Bensly,  J. 

'  Khodes,  J.,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  iu  Estate  of  Dclaney,  87  Cal.  180. 

»  Iken  tj.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  199. 
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subject  of  homestead  exemption  is  not,  as  claimed  by  counsel 
for  the  appellants,  to  exempt  from  forced  sale  a  certain  amount 
of  the  real  estate  of  the  head  of  a  family,  including  the  home- 
stead, whether  estimated  by  quantity  or  value,  but  to  exempt  the 
homestead^  including  quantity  or  value  within  the  limits  specified. 
In  some  states  the  exemption  does  not  exceed  a  certain  quantity 
of  land,  while  in  others,  as  here,  the  exemption  is  limited  to  a 
certain  value.  But  in  neither  case  is  quantity  or  value  the  primary 
object.  They  come  into  the  account  merely  as  restrictions  or 
limitations  upon  the  privilege.  Where  quantity  is  made  the 
limit,  the  homestead  may  consist  of  the  whole  quantity  named,  or 
less,  at  the  election  of  the  party  who  claims  the  benefit  of  the 
exemption.  So,  where  value  is  made  the  limit,  the  homestead 
may  reach  in  value  the  figure  named,  or  it  may  stop  short. 
Hence  neither  quantity  nor  value  can  be  taken  into  account  as 
tests  as  to  what  the  homestead  is  in  fact  in  a  given  case  ;  for  they 
in  no  just  sense  enter  into  the  definition  of  a  homestead,  either 
in  the  abstract  or  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.  They  do 
not  come  into  action  until  after  the  homestead  has  been  ascer- 
tained by  other  tests,  and  then  they  operate  only  as  limitations. 
If  the  homestead,  when  ascertained,  exceeds  the  quantity  named, 
where  the  limitation  is  by  quantity,  it  must  be  reduced  by  cutting 
off  the  excess  ;  or,  if  it  exceeds  the  value  named,  where  the  limit* 
ation  is  by  value,  as  in  this  state,  it  must  be  divided,  if  it  can  be 
done  without  material  injury  to  the  homestead  ;  or,  if  not,  it  nmst 
be  sold,  and  the  proceeds,  to  the  value  named,  taken  in  lieu 
thereof.'*  1 

§  111.  Continued.  —  '*If  we  assume,"  continued  the  court, 
<<  as  claimed  by  counsel  for  ap[)ellants,  '  that  the  primary  object 
of  the  Legislature  was  the  exemption  from  sale  of  a  quantity  of 
land  not  exceeding  in  value  five  thousand  doUare,  including  the 
dwelling-house  and  its  appurtenances,'  the  conclusion  for  which 
they  contend  follows  as  a  matter  of  course,  and  the  argument  eud«^ 
where  it  connnenccd.  But  counsel  cannot  be  permitted  to  read  a 
statute  backwards,  where  its  language  is  not  obscure,  for  the  pur- 


Gro;»g  r.  Bostwick,  3:}  Cal.  225,  opinion  by  Sanderson,  J, 
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pose  of  ascertaining  what  was  the  intent  of  the  Legislature,  what 
its  primary  and  what  its  secondary  object.  The  statute  does  not 
provide  that  '  a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  in  value  $5,000, 
including  within  its  boundaries  the  dwelling-house  and  its  appur- 
tenances, shall  be  exempt  from  forced  sale.'  On  the  contrary, 
the  language  is  that  *  the  homestead,  consisting  of  a  quantity  of 
land,  together  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appur- 
tenances, not  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  $5,000,  shall  be 
exempt,'  etc.^  The  difference  between  the  two  forms  of  expres- 
sion is  too  obvious  for  explanation.  The  former  makes  the  ex- 
emption of  land  worth  $5,000  the  primary  object,  and  the  home- 
stead merely  a  necessary  incident.  The  latter  makes  the  home- 
stead  the  primary  and  sole  object  of  the  exemption,  with  a  limit- 
ation as  to  value.  In  this  difference  lies  the  vice  of  the  appel- 
lants' argument.  The  incident  is  mistaken  for  the  principal 
thmg.''« 

§  112.  Continued  —  Essentials  of  the  Homestead  under  the 
Mlchigran  Constitution.  —  The  Constitution  of  Michigan  of  1850 
contained  the  following  provision:  ** Every  homestead  of  not 
exceeding  forty  acres  of  land,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon 
and  the  appurtenances,  to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof,  and 
not  included  in  any  town  plat,  city,  or  village  ;  or,  instead  thereof, 
at  the  option  of  the  owner,  any  lot  in  any  city,  village,  or  re- 
corded town  plat,  or  such  parts  of  lots  us  shall  be  equal  thereto, 
and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  owned 
and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  the  state,  not  exceeding  in  value 
$1,500,  shall  be  exempt,"  etc.  In  the  case  of  Beecher  v.  Baldy,' 
this  provision  was,  after  full  argument,  elaborately  expounded.* 

^  The  language  of  the  statute,  as  set  out  in  the  commencement  of  the  opinion,  is 
as  foUows:  "The  homestead,  consisting  of  a  quantity  of  land,  together  with  the 
dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  not  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of 
$6,000,  to  be  selected  .by  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  other  head  of  a 
family,  shall  not  be  subject  to  forced  sale  on  execution,"  etc 

«  Ibid. 

»  7  Mich.  488. 

*  Under  the  law  of  1848  there  was  no  limitation  as  to  value.  The  judges  were  all 
agreed  that  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  Constitution  was  intended  as  such  limitation,  and 
that  no  homestead  could  be  exempt  as  an  entirety  which,  at  the  time  it  was  first  claimed 
as  a  homestead,  was  worth  a  greater  amount;  and  that,  therefore,  the  Constitution 
was  thus  for  repugnant  to  the  statute,  and  to  this  extent  repealed  it> 
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The  court  said  that  it  was  the  land^  including  the  dwelling-house 
and  appurtenances,  and  constituting  a  homestead  in  fact,  owned 
and  occupied  by  the  debtor,  und  nothing  else,  which  this  pro- 
vision exempted ;  and  that,  to  bring  it  within  the  designation  of 
a  homestead  which  the  Constitution  of  its  own  force  exempted, 
it  must  possess  all  the  descriptive  features  of  the  homestead  us 
therein  described :  ( 1)  It  must  contain  the  dwelling-house  and  its 
appuitenances,  without  which  it  could  not  be  a  homestead  in  fact 
under  any  definition ;  (2)  it  must  not  exceed  the  quantity  lim- 
ited by  the  Constitution;  (8)  it  must  be  owned  by  the  party 
claiming  it ;  (4)  it  must  be  occupied  as  a  homestead ;  and  (5)  it 
must  not  exceed  in  value  $1,50U.  The  limitation  as  to  value  was 
held  to  be  as  much  a  matter  of  description  as  the  provision  relat- 
ing to  quantity,  occupation,  or  ownership. 

§  lis.  May  be  reduced  in  QaantiLtiy  so  as  to  bring  it  within 
the  required  Amount. — The  court  also  held  it  clear  that,  if  a 
homestead  was  within  the  constitutional  quantity,  but  exceeded 
the  value  of  $1,500,  it  might  be  reduced  in  quantity  so  as  to 
bring  it  within  the  required  amount,  provided  it  could  be  reduced 
by  division  so  as  to  leave  a  homestead  within  the  specified  value 
without  cutting  off  any  pait  of  that  which  in  fact  goes  to  consti- 
tute it  a  homestead  —  in  other  words,  so  as  to  leave  a  dwelling- 
house,  necessary  out-buildings,  and  appurtenances.  And  the 
court  said  that  in  such  a  case  the  homestead,  when  so  reduced, 
would  be  exempt,  while  the  balance  might  be  sold  on  execution.^ 

§  114.  Continued  —  Courts  may  not  exempt  Money  in  lieu 
of  Homestead.  —  **  If,"  continued  the  court,  **  when  reduced  in 
quantity  as  far  as  divisible  without  cutting  off  any  part  of  what 
is  essential  to  constitute  it  a  homestead  —  of  what  is  necessary  to 
its  ordinary  use  as  such  —  it  still  exceeds  the  specified  value,  it  is 
not  one  of  the  homesteads  the  forced  sale  of  which  is  prohibited 
by  the  Constitution,  and  cannot,  therefore,  be  exempted  by  the 
operation  of  that  instrument  alone.  The  Constitution  has  ex- 
empted a  homestead  of  a  cei^tain  description.  Where  the  home- 
stead does  not  answer  this  description,  it  is  competent  for  the 

1  Beecher  v.  Baldy,  7  Mich.  499,  600. 
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Legislature  to  exempt  something  out  of  it,  or  in  lieu  of  it,  as  an 
equivalent  in  value.  This  would  not  be  contrary  to  the  Consti- 
tution, but  in  analogy  to  it.  But  what  this  equivalent  would  be  — 
whether  a  part  of  the  premises,  their  use  for  a  certain  time,  or  so 
much  cash  as  part  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  —  is  a  matter  for  legis- 
lative,  and  not  for  judicial,  discretion.'*  * 

§  115.  Continued  —  But  Court  will  protect  Right  until 
Lieglslature  can  act.  —  But  the  court  said  that,  since  the  consti- 
tutional provision  was  an  express  prohibition  of  the  forced  sale  of 
the  homestead  therein  described,  and  since  such  prohibition 
needed  legislation  to  give  it  eflfect — if  the  tract  out  of  which 
the  homestead  was  claimed  consisted  of  a  greater  quantity  or  was 
of  a  greater  value  than  allowed  by  the  Constitution,  yet,  if  it  was 
one  which  included  a  constitutional  homestead,  and  from  which 
the  right  of  selection  was  given,  though  further  legislation  might 
be  necessary  in  order  to  enable  the  debtor  to  make  a  valid  selec- 
tion—  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  court  to  protect  the  right  till 
such  legislation  could  be  had,  to  see  that  the  prohibition  of  the 
Constitution  was  not  violated,  and  that  no  sale  should  be  made 
under  execution  which  should  take  away  this  constitutional  right 
of  selection.  The  neglect  by  the  Legislature  of  its  duty,  in  such 
a  case,  would  not  authorize  the  courts  to  neglect  theirs.  The 
court  does  not  intimate,  however,  how  long  it  would  be  proper  to 
perpetuate  an  injunction  against  a  sale  in  case  of  the  refusal  of 
the  Learlslature  to  act.^ 


1  Beecher  v.  Baldy,  7  Mich.  601,  602.  A  similar  view  was  taken  in  Helfenstein  v. 
Cave,  8  Iowa,  287,  under  a  statute  (since  repealed)  which  limited  the  value  of  the  home- 
stead to  $600.  The  court  said  that,  in  case  the  homestead  claimed  exceeded  $600,  if 
the  quantity  could  he  so  reduced  as  to  reach  that  value,  it  should  he  done.  *'  But 
if^  when  reduced  to  the  smallest  quantity,  such  as  to  the  dwelling-house  and  its 
appurtenances — that  is,  to  that  which  constitutes  a  messuage  —  it  then  exceeds  the 
given  value,  we  see  no  way  in  which  to  give  him  his  homestead.  The  statute  is  ex- 
plicit that  he  may  have  his  homestead,  provided  it  do  not  exceed  the  value  limited 
upon  it  The  corollary  is  clear  that,  if  it  does  exceed,  it  is  not  exempt.  *  *  * 
There  is  no  provision  for  dividing  the  homestead,  nor  for  setting  off  rents  and  profits, 
nor  for  an  extent,  nor  for  selling  the  whole  and  paying  the  dehtor  $500,  and  apply- 
ing the  surplus  to  the  deht;  nor  is  there  anything  upon  which  the  most  liberal  judicial 
construction  can  build  any  of  these  systems." 

»  Ibid.,  600. 
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I 

§  116.  Improvements  are  to  be  included  in  estimating 
Value.  —  It  is  obvious  that,  where  the  homestead  is  limited  in 
value  and  the  statute  is  silent  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
value  shall  be  estimated,  the  improvements  which  have  been  put 
upon  the  land  should  be  included  in  making  such  estimation.  A 
different  construction  of  such  a  statute  would  enable  a  person  to 
place  upon  a  lot  or  tract  of  ground  of  inconsiderable  value  a 
house  and  other  improvements  of  great  value,  and,  after  becom- 
ing insolvent,  to  maintain  himself  in  an  establishment  of  luxury 
which  he  had  founded  at  the  expense  of  his  unfortunate  creditors. 
Accordingly,  in  Texas,  where  the  urban  homestead  is  limited  in 
value  to  $2,000,^  it  has  been  held  that  the  limitation  has  reference 
to  the  value  of  the  "  lot  or  lots,'*  inclusive  of  the  improvements 
upon  them  .2 

» 

*  The  constitutional  provision  under  wnich  this  ruling  was  made  simply  defines  the 
urban  homestead  as  **  any  town  or  city  lot  or  lots,  in  value  not  to  exceed  two  thousand 
dollars"  (Const  Texas  1846,  Gen.  Prov.,  J  22),  omitting  the  words  "together  with  the 
improvements  thereon,"  which  are  contained  in  the  homestead  statutes  of  some  of  the 
states. 

^  Williams  v.  Jenkins,  25  Texas,  806.  Said  Roberts,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  court :  "  The  leading  objects  of  this  provision  of  the  Constitution  are,  first,  to 
exempt  certain  property  from  forced  sale ;  second,  to  fix  a  limit  for  the  amount  of  the 
property  exempted  as  a  homestead,  up  to  which  it  shall  be  exempt ;  and,  third,  to 
protect  the  wife  from  its  disposition  without  her  consent.  In  fixing  the  limit  up  to 
which  the  homestead  shall  and  must  be  allowed,  and  which  the  Legislature  has  no 
power  to  diminish,  two  distinct  standards  were  adopted,  one  for  the  country  and 
another  for  the  towns  and  cities.  The  former  was  fixed  by  quantity  in  acres,  and  the 
latter  by  value  in  money  (two  thousand  dollars).  There  is  no  reference  made  to 
improvements  in  either  case.  In  valuing  a  lot  or  lots  that  constitute  a  homestead  the 
improvements  would  naturally  be  understood  to  be  included  in  the  valuation,  miless 
expressly  excluded.  The  term  *lot,*  in  common  use,  means  a  piece  or  parcel  of  land; 
and  a  conveyance  of  it  would  carry  with  it  any  improvements  that  might  be  erected 
upon  it.  We  think  there  is  nothing  expressed,  and  nothing  in  the  nature  and  objects 
of  the  provision,  to  require  a  different  meaning  to  be  attached  to  the  words  *  lot  or 
lots '  from  that  which  they  ordinarily  and  naturally  bear  in  common  use  in  reference 
to  real  estate."  For  a  similar  view  see  Walker  v,  Darst,  31  Texas,  681,  684;  Wood 
V.  Wheeler,  7  Texas,  16,  23 ;  and  North  v.  Sheam,  16  Texas,  174.  The  conclusion 
thus  reached  by  the  court  in  Williams  v.  Jenkins,  by  applying  a  well-understood  rule 
of  statutory  construction,  seems  unavoidable ;  but  other  considerations  growing  out 
of  the  policy  of  such  legislation  would  have  enabled  the  court,  it  would  seem,  to 
place  its  conclusion  upon  higher  grounds ;  or,  in  other  words,  to  give  a  still  better 
reason  for  it  It  may  be  plausibly  urged,  in  such  cases  as  this,  that  it  could  not  have 
been  the  purpose  of  the  Legislature  to  deter  the  owner  of  a  homestead  from  suitably 
improving  it,  by  keeping  before  his  eyes  the  fact  that  when,  by  reason  of  such  improve- 
ments, it  should  reach  the  value  of  $2,000,  it  would  cease  to  be  his  homestead.    But 
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§  117.   Addition  of  new  Lots  after  Value  is  complete.  — It 

has  also  been  held  in  Texas,  under  the  constitutional  provision 
elsewhere  seen/  that  where  a  town  homestead,  at  the  time  of  its 
purchase,  was  worth  less  than  the  limit  of  valuation  imposed  by 
the  Constitution,  but  had  subsequently  increased  to  that  limit, 
and  where  the  proprietor  had  thereafter  purchased  the  undivided 
half  of  another  lot,  which  was  separated  from  the  homestead  prop- 
erty by  a  street  and  several  intervening  lots,  the  original  home- 
stead, at  the  time  of  such  purchase,  being  worth  more  than  the 
constitutional  limit  of  $2,000,  the  newly-acquired  lot  was  no  part 
of  the  homestead.  The  limitation  of  value  beinor  full,  the  home- 
stead  could  not  be  further  increased  by  the  acquisition  of  addi- 
tional land;  and  it  was  immaterial  whether  the  enhancement 
of  the  value  of  the  original  homestead  since  its  purchase,  by 
which  the  constitutional  limit  of  $2,000  had  been  reached,  had 
been  the  result  of  additional  improvements  or  of  natural  appre- 
ciation.* 

this  objection  is  wholly  obviated  where,  as  in  most  cases,  the  statute  provides  that,  if 
the  homestead  exceeds  in  value  the  prescribed  limit,  it  may  be  sold  under  execution, 
and  the  amount  of  money  which  represents  its  maximum  limit  of  value  may  be  paid 
over  to  the  debtor,  to  be  exempt  in  his  hands  for  a  reasonable  time,  to  enable  him  to 
procure  another  homestead,  and  that  the  excess  may  be  subjected  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  execution.  On  the  other  hand,  if  a  homestead  which  was  within  the  statutory 
limit  of  value  at  the  time  of  its  acquisition  may  be  indefinitely  increased  in  value  by 
the  making  of  improvements,  a  dishonest  debtor  may  convert  such  a  homestead  into 
a  princely  residence,  and  in  it  defy  his  unfortunate  creditors.  Such  a  rule,  as  here- 
after seen,  exists  by  force  of  statute  in  Kansas  {injraf  {  139),  and  such  a  rule  was 
enacted  in  Michigan  in  1S4S ;  but  the  honest  habits  of  that  people  did  not  suifer  it 
long  to  continue.  "ITnder  the  statute,"  said  Christiancy,  J.,  in  Beecher  r.  Baldy,  7 
Mich*  498,  "the  property  described  was  exempt  without  reference  to  its  value,  and 
under  it  the  debtor  might  withhold  from  his  creditors  property  worth  a  hundred 
tiiotisand  dollars  or  more,  '^hile  by  this  means  his  creditors  might  be  utterly  ruined ; 
while  many  of  them  might  be  poor,  without  a  homestead  of  their  own,  and  who  would 
thus  be  deprived  of  the  means  of  obtaining  one,  and  others,  who  relied  upon  the 
money  due  from  him  to  pay  for  homesteads  which  they  had  purchased,  might  be 
tamed  homeless  into  the  street,  the  debtor,  in  the  meantime,  being  allowed  to  occupy 
and  appropriate  to  himself  a  princely  mansion,  with  expensive  out-buildings  and 
improvements,  sufficient,  if  sold,  to  purchase  a  comfortable  homestead  for  himself  and 
each  of  these  creditors.  Injustice  so  glaring,  inequality  so  gross,  could  not  long  be 
tolerated  in  any  government  making  any  pretensions  to  an  enlightened  and  impartial 
administration  of  justice." 

J  Injra,  J  126. 

«  Richards  v.  Nelms,  38  Texas,  445.  The  court  likwise  held  that  the  followmg 
statute  had  not  changed  the  rule  thus  declared:   "The  homestead  in  a  town  or  city 
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§  118.  Increase  of  Lilmit  of  Yalae  after  Contraction  of 
Debt. — Suppose  a  debt  is  contracted  at  a  time  when  the  value 
of  the  homestead  is  limited  by  the  Constitution  to  a  certain 
amount,  the  debtor  owning  a  homestead  at  the  time;  suppose 
that,  before  the  homestead  is  exposed  to  sale  under  a  judgment 
for  this  debt,  a  new  constitution  is  adopted  which  increases  the 
value  of  the  homestead  to  a  greater  amount — will  the  homestead 
be  exempt,  as  against  the  previously-existing  indebtedness,  to 
the  extent  of  its  increased  value,  or  only  to  the  extent  of  its 
former  value?  The  answer  to  this  question  is  that  it  will  be 
exempt  only  to  the  extent  of  its  previous  value;  for  to  give 
the  increased  exemption  effect  as  against  the  preexisting  debt 
impairs  the  obligation  of  a  contract.* 

§  119.  Materials  for  repairing  Homestead  —  Homestead  on 
Wheels  —  On  Water.  —  A  liberal  construction  of  the  Wisconsin 
homestead  law — the  statute  containing  no  language  covering  the 
precise  question  —  has  resulted  in  a  ruling  that  lath,  shingles, 
and  lumber  obtained  by  a  debtor  for  the  puipose  of  repairing  his 

exempt  fh)in  forced  sale  is  hereby  declared  to  be  a  lot  or  lots,  occupied  or  destined  as 
a  family  residence,  not  to  exceed  in  value  $2,000  at  the  time  of  their  destination  as  a 
homestead ;  nor  shall  the  subsequent  increase  in  value  of  the  homestead,  by  reason 
of  improvements  or  otherwise,  subject  the  homestead  to  forced  sale."  Texas  Act  of 
February  2,  1860, 1  Pasc.  Dig.,  art  3928.  In  a  curious  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court 
established  by  military  authority,  under  the  reconstruction  laws  (Walker  v,  Darst,  31 
Texas,  686],  this  statute  was  said  to  be  "pro  tanto,  nugatory — that  is  to  say,  unconstitu- 
tional." But  a  rehearing  was  granted  in  that  case,  and  it  does  not  appear  to  be 
regarded  as  of  any  authority.  "K,"  said  the  court,  "under  that  statute,  this  prop- 
erty can  be  embraced  in  the  homestead,  then  where  is  the  end  to  a  city  or  town  home- 
stead? If,  under  that  statute,  the  property  in  controversy  is  made  a  part  of  the 
homestead  of  Nelms  and  wife,  then  may  a  homestead  not  over  $2,000  in  value  be 
dedicated,  and  the  owner  of  it  acquire  every  other  lot  in  tHe  town  or  city,  and  hold  it 
all  under  the  said  protection  of  homestead  exemption?  We  deem  it  si^e  to  say  that 
the  Legislature  meant  no  such  thing.  The  homestead  statute  of  February  2,  1860, 
did  not  increase  the  mctximum  value  of  the  homestead  at  the  date  of  its  dedication* 
That  maximum  value  was  precisely  the  same  as  that  fixed  in  the  former  law.  The 
only  change  consisted  in  protecting  the  subsequent  increase  in  value  after  dedication, 
*  by  reason  of  improvements  or  otherwise.'  By  the  term  *  otherwise  *  we  understand 
that  the  subsequent  increase  in  value  of  the  property  by  any  kind  of  appreciation  in 
value  was  meant;  not  a  fiirther  increase  by  addition  of  other  lots,  and  other  undivided 
interests  in  lots,  either  adjacent  to,  or  remote  from,  the  lot  or  lots  occupied  or  destined 
as  a  family  residence."  Richards  v.  Nelms,  38  Texas,  447. 
1  Ante,  2  10 ;  but  see  Baylor  v.  San  Antonio  National  Bank,  88  Texas,  448. 
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dwelliDg-house,  and  actually  deposited  on.  land  inclnded  in  his 
homestead,  are  exempt  from  execution,  the  court  saying:  ^*It 
would  be  a  strange  anomaly  in  the  law  if  money  paid  on  a  policy 
of  insurance  should  be  exempt,  and  yet,  as  soon  as  this  money 
was  invested  in  materials  to  rebuild  or  repair  the  dwelling,  those 
materials  might  be  seized  and  sold  on  attachment  or  execution 
against  the  owner  of  the  homestead."^  It  has  been  held  in 
Michigan  that  a  house  which  is  exempt  as  a  part  of  the  home- 
stead may  be  removed  by  the  owner  to  another  lot  or  parcel  ot 
land,  and  not  be  subject  to  seizure  and  sale  on  execution  while 
in  transit.^  But  in  a  proceeding,  under  the  water-orafb  laws  of 
Ohio,  against  a  canal-boat,  to  enforce  a  lien  in  the  nature  of  a 
maritime  lien,  neither  the  owner  of  the  boat  nor  his  wife  was 
entitled,  under  the  laws  of  that  state,  to  select  and  hold  the 
craft,  its  apparel,  or  furniture  exempt  from  execution.  (1)  The 
proceeding  was  not  against  the  owner  of  the  boat,  but  was  a  pro- 
ceeding in  rem  against  the  boat  itself.  The  owner  was  not, 
therefore,  ^^the  debtor"  spoken  of  in  the  homestead  law;  for 
the  boat  was  the  debtor.  (2)  It  is  the  established  rule  in  Ohio 
that,  by  the  pledge  or  mortgage  of  chattels,  the  debtor  waives 
any  right  of  exemption  he  may  have  in  them.'  The  lien  acquired 
by  one  who  has  furnished  materials  or  supplies  to  a  boat,  under 
the  water-crafb  law  of  Ohio,^  is  superior  to  a  mortgage,*  and, 
hence,  the  same  rule  applies  to  such  a  lien.  The  court  say  that 
it  is  not  the  policy  of  any  of  the  exemption  statutes  of  this  state 
to  enable  a. debtor  to  hold  property  free  from  liens  created  by  his 
own  voluntary  act ;  and  that  such  liens  should  be  equally  obliga- 
toiy  against  his  wife  is  but  the  necessary  result  of  his  full  power 
of  disposing  of  such  property.* 

§  120.  Summary  Statement  of  Results. — The  coui*ts  have 
generally  held  that  the  mere  fact  that  the  debtor  carries  on  his 
business  upon  his  homestead  premises,  or  rents  out  a  portion 

»  Krueger  t;.  Pierce,  87  Wia.  269. 
'  Bunker  o.  Paquette,  6  Rep.  19  (Mich.  1877). 
»  Citing  Prost  t».  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270. 
«  67  Laws  Ohio,  32. 

*  Citing  Kellogg  v.  Brennan,  14  Ohio,  72;  Provost  v.  Wilcox,  17  Ohio,  869. 

•  Johnson  v.  Ward,  27  Ohio  St  617,  opinion  by  Scott,  C.  J. 
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thereof,  as  in  case  of  one  who  keeps  a  country  tavern  ;  ^  or  uses 
the  lower  portion  of  his  dwelling  for  his  own  business  pui'poses  ;  • 
or  who,  living  in  town,  keeps  boarders  and  lodgers ;'  or  one  who 
lets  rooms  in  his  dwelling  to  tenants ;  ^  or  who  rents  out  a  part  of  it 
for  a  store,  and  uses  another  part  for  a  printing-oflEice,*  does  not 
deprive  it  of  its  homestead  character.  The  rule  has  been 
extended  so  as  to  embrace  the  case  of  a  store  ^  or  mill  ^  situated 
on  the  homestead  lot ;  a  smith's  shop  separated  from  it  by  a 
highway ;  ®  or  a  brewery  in  which  the  debtor  lives  with  his  family ;  • 
or  a  separate  dwelling  on  the  homestead  lot  rented  to  tenants  ;  ^^ 
or  a  lawyer's  office  in  a  separate  block ;  ^  or  separate  and  distant 
lots  on  which  the  debtor  carries  on  business.^  So  that  the  broad 
rule  laid  down  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  will  probably 
find  favor  with  most  of  the  courts,  namely,  that  the  intention  of 
the  Legislature  is  not  to  be  regarded  ^^  as  being  to  save  a  mere 
shelter  for  the  debtor  and  his  family,  but  that  the  purpose  was  to 
give  him  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  whole  lot  of  ground  exempted, 
to  be  used  in  whatever  way  he  might  think  best,  for  the  occupancy 
and  support  of  his  family,  whether  in  the  way  of  cultivating  it 
or  in  the  erection  and  use  of  buildings  upon  it,  either  for  the 
carrjdng  on  of  his  own  business  or  for  deriving  income  m  the 
way  of  rent."  But  we  discover  an  opposite  tendency  on  the  part 
of  some  courts,  as  in  Iowa,  where  the  principle  has  been  laid  down 
that  a  building  occupied  at  once  for  business  and  residence  pur- 
poses may  be  divided  hoiizontally,  so  as  to  give  to  the  debtor 
that  part  occupied  as  his  residence,  and  sell  under  the  creditor's 

^  Ackley  v.  Chamberlain,  16  Gal.  181 ;  Laaell  v.  Lazell,  8  Allen,  676. 
i  On  V.  Shraft,  22  Mich«  260. 

•  Goldman  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  607. 

•  Mercier  v.  Chace,  11  Allen,  194. 
<^  Kelly  V.  Baker,  10  Minn.  164. 

•  HubbeU  v.  Canady,  68  111.  426. 

Y  Stevens  v.  Hollingsworth,  74  111.  202;  Greeley  o.  Scott,  2  Woods,  667;  8.6,,  12 
N.  B.  R.  248 ;  «.  c,  2  C.  L.  J.  861. 
«  West  River  Bank  v.  Gale,  42  Vt.  27. 
»  Re  Tertelling,  2  DiU.  889. 
10  Hancock  v.  Morgan,  17  Texas,  682. 
"  Pryor  v.  Stone,  19  Texas,  871. 
u  Moore  v.  Whitis,  80  Texas,  440. 

u  Hubbell  V,  Canady,  68  ni.  427 ;  Stevens  v.  Hollingsworth,  74  111.  206,  overruling 
dicium  in  Reinbach  v.  Walter,  27  111.  894. 
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execution  that  part  occupied  for  business  purposes  ;^  and  in  the 
same  state,  in  California,  in  Wisconsin,  in  Michigan,  and  in 
New  Hampshire,  the  courts  do  not  sanction  the  idea  that 
a  homestead  may  be  reserved  in  tenements  and  separate  build- 
ings occupied  by  tenants,  although  upon  the  inclosure  whereon 
is  situated  the  debtor's  dwelling.*  We  also  find  a  general  dispo- 
sition on  the  part  of  the  coui*ts  to  limit  the  country  homestead 
to  the  single  tract  on  which  the  dwelling-house  stands,  and  to 
deny  its  existence  in  separate  tracts,  although  used  in  counec- 
tiou  with  the  home  farm  for  supplying  it  with  timber,*  or  for 
tillage,*  although  some  courts  have  held  opposing  views.* 
We  shall  also  see  that  the  doctrine  of  the  early  Texas  cases  —  that 
a  man  can  have  a  homestead  scattered  all  over  a  town,  regardless 
of  intervening  streets,  alleys, lots,  or  blocks* — has  been  exploded 
in  that  state,^  denied  inE^nsas,^  and  cannot  be  regarded  as  sound 
law  anywhere.  We  shall  also  trace  a  growing  disposition  on  the 
part  of  the  courts,  in  determining  what  is  to  be  included  in  the 
homestead,  to  take  into  consideration  the  legal  subdivisions  of 
land,  such  as  public  surveys'  and  recorded  town  plats  ;^®  and  a 
person  in  laying  off  his  homestead  will  not  be  permitted  to  gerry- 
mander through  different  public  surveys,  making  a  tract  irregular 
and  unusual  in  shape  in  order  to  bring  within  it  land  of  a  pecul- 
iar value,  when  to  do  so  will  work  a  fraud  upon  those  who  have 
innocently  purchased  from  him.^    After  a  good  deal  of  reflection, 

^  Rhodes  v.  McGormick,  4  Iowa,  868. 

*  Kurz  V.  Brusch,  18  Iowa,  871;  Gregg  v.  Bostwidk,  88  Oal.  220;  Oasselman  v. 
Packard,  16  Wis.  114 ;  Dyson  r.  Sheley,  11  Mich.  627 ;  Hoitt  v.  Webb,  86  N.  H.  168. 

*  Bunker  v.  Locke,  16  Wis.  636;  Walters  v.  People,  18  DL  IW;  True  r.  Momll, 
28  Vt.  672. 

*  Reynolds  v,  Hull,  86  Iowa,  894;  Eresin  v.  Mau,  16  Mhin.  116 ;  Hills  v.  Grant,  86 
Vt.  269. 

»  Mayho  v.  Cotton,  69  N.  0.  289;  Martin  v.  Hughes,  67  N.  G.  298;  Williams  v. 
Hall,  88  Texas,  212;  Perkins  o.  Quigley,  62  Mo.  498. 

*  Pryor  o.  Stone,  19  Texas,  871 ;  Moore  v.  Whitia,  80  Texas,  440 ;  Ragland  v,  Rog- 
eri,  84  Texas,  617. 

T  Iken  V.  Olenick,  42  Tcxns,  196. 
»  Kandal  v.  Elder,  12  Kan.  2  iO. 

*  Hill  V.  Bacon,  43  Dl.  47;  Aidrich  v.  Thurston,  71  HI.  824;  Houston,  etc,  R.  R. 
Co.  V.  Winter,  44  Texas,  699. 

M  Hay  r.  Baugh,  77  HI.  500. 

u  Houston,  etc^  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texaa,  697. 
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I  have  concluded  to  state  the  cases  on  this  subject  in  detail,  in 
each  case  setting  out  so  much  of  the  statute  as  underwent  con. 
struction,  and  giving  the  reasons  upon  which  the  respective  oouits 
have  proceeded ;  and  for  convenience  of  grouping  I  shall  divide 
them  into  two  classes,  according  to  their  facts,  namely,  those 
wliich  relate  to  the  urban  homestead  and  those  which  relate  to 
the  7'U7'al  homestead. 


ARTICLE  n.  —  Of  the  urbi^n  Homestead. 

§  125.  Early  Views  of  Texas  Court — Lots  need  not  be 
contigraons.  —  In  Texas  a  constitutional  provision  declaring 
that  <^the  homestead  of  a  family,  not  to  exceed  two  hundred 
acres  of  land  (not  included  in  a  town  or  city),  or  any  town  or 
city  lot  or  lotSy  in  value  not  to  exceed  $2,000,  shall  not  be  subject 
to  forced  sale,"  ^  has  been  held  not  to  limit  the  homestead  to  the 
number,  but  to  the  value,  of  the  lots,  and  to  protect  a  homestead 
in  lots  which  are  not  contiguous  to  each  other.'  **  The  limita- 
tion of  a  homestead  in  a  town,"  said  Hemphill,  C.  J.,  in  Pryor 
V.  Stone,  <^  is  not  to  the  number,  but  to  the  value,  of  the  lots.  It 
is  not  declared  that  the  lots  shall  adjoin,  or  be  contiguous  to, 
etich  other.  All  that,  by  fair  construction  of  the  language,  is 
required  to  entitle  the  property  to  exemption  is  that  the  prop- 
erty should  be  used  for  the  convenience  or  uses  of  the  head  or 
members  of  the  family.  The  exemption  should  not  be  construed 
a«  reserving  merely  a  residence  where  a  family  may  eat,  drink, 
and  sleep,  .but  also  a  place  where  the  head  or  members  may 
pursue  such  business  or  avocation  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
support  and  comfort  of  the  family.  The  office  of  a  lawyer,  or 
shop  of  a  mechanic,  is  necessary  to  the  convenience  and  success 
of  their  respective  profession  or  trade,  but  it  would  frequently 
be  of  much  inconvenience  and  detriment  that  this  shop  or  office 
should  be  part  of  the  same  building,  or  even  on  the  same  lot, 
with  the  residence  of  the  family.  The  exemption  is  not  thus  to 
be  restricted  in  its  benefits.     It  aUows  any  number  of  lots,  not 

»  Const  1846,  art.  7,  {  22. 

>  Pryor  v.  Stone,  19  Texas,  871 ;  Ragland  v,  Bogers,  84  Texas,  617,  621 ;  Moore  9. 
Whitis,  80  Texas,  440. 
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to  exceed  in  value  $2,0009  and  it  cannot  be  material  how  many,  or 
how  far,  or  how  near,  or  how  remote  from,  each  other  may  be 
the  lots  occupied  for  the  convenience  of  the  family  and  for  the 
prosecution  of  the  business  or  employment  of  its  head  or  mem- 
bers. The  exemption  would  have  included  the  lot  had  the  house 
been  merely  an  office  ;  but  it  was  more.  One  room  ^as  occupied 
by  the  plaintiff  as  his  bed-room,  the  depository  of  the  family 
poi-traits,  and  the  remaining  furniture.  To  this  extent  it  was 
his  actual  residence,  and  its  claim,  as  such,  to  exemption  canngt 
be  questioned.'* 

In  another  case,  Lipscomb,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  used  the  following  language :  **  By  a  fair  construction  of 
the  language  used,^  we  are  not  limited  in  defining  a  homestead 
to  any  number  of  lots  in  a  town  or  city ;  but  that  the  homestead 
may  extend  over  any  number  of  town  or  city  lots  necessary  to 
the  convenience  and  comfort  of  the  family.  If  the  town  or  city 
lots  were  large,  a  less  number  would  be  sufficient  for  family 
purposes;  if  very  small,  a  greater  number  would  be  required. 
The  limitation  is  not  to  the  number,  but  to  their  value,  including 
the  improvements ;  and  it  would,  in  some  measure,  depend  upon 
the  size  or  number  of  the  family  how  much  would  be  required. 
If  the  family  was  large,  more  out-buildings  would  be  required,  and 
more  ground  for  a  garden,  orchard,  and  the  like ;  and  it  is  not 
material  how  many  lots  were  required  for  this  purpose,  provided 
the  lots  and  improvements  did  not  exceed  in  value  $2,000 ;  nor 
would  it  be  material  that  the  lots  so  used  for  the  convenience  of 
the  family  should  be  adjoining  to  each  other,  if  they  were  so 
used.  It  is  not  believed  to  be  essential  to  their  protection  that 
all  of  the  lot  or  lots  should  be  already  so  used  or  occupied  for 
the  convenience  of  the  family,  at  the  time  that  a  part  thereof  was 
sought  to  be  subjected  to  a  forced  sale,  if  there  was  a  reasonable 
presumption  that  they  would  be  so  required  and  would  be  so 
used."*  Evidence  that  this  doctrine  had  acquired  a  firm  foot- 
hold in  Texas  is  found  in  a  later  case,  where  it  was  held  error  to 
instruct  a  jury,  in  a  suit  by  a  widow  to  have  her  homestead  set 
apart  to  her,  that  they  should  not  take  into  consideration  any 

^  In  the  constitutioiial  provision  above  quoted. 
*  Hancock  v.  Morgan,  17  Texas,  682. 
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facts  or  proof  of  the  ownership  of  any  lots,  provided  the  same 
was  separated  by  a  street,  or  property  owned  by  other  parties, 
from  the  lot  on  which  the  actual  family  residence  was  situated.^ 
These  decisions  might,  at  first  blush,  be  regarded  as  in  conflict 
with  —  and ,  hence,  as  overruling  —  the  earlier  case  of  Methery  v. 
Walker,*  in  .which  the  subject  was  dismissed  in  a  very  brief 
opinion  by  Lipscomb,  J.  In  that  case  the  lot  claimed  as  a 
homestead  was  vacant,  separated  by  a  street  from  the  resi- 
dence of  the  homestead  claimant,  and  its  value,  together ' 
with  the  lot  on  which  the  claimant  resided,  did  not  exceed 
$2,000,  the  constitutional  limit  of  value.  It  was  wholly  un- 
improved, had  never  been  used  as  a  homestead,  and  the  learned 
judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court  states  that  there 
were  no  facts  from  which  it  could  be  presumed  that  it  was  ever 
intended  to  be  used  as  a  part  of  the  homestead.  /<We  find 
nothing,"  said  he,  '<  to  associate  or  connect  it  with  family  uses, 
and  the  presumption  is  that  it  never  was  so  designed."  'The 
court  therefore  refused  to  continue  an  injunction  restraining  a 
sale  of  it  under  execution. 

§  126.  Application  of  these  Views. — These  loose  views  led 
to  some  singular  results.  Where  a  lawyer,  whose  wife  had  re- 
cently died,  rented  to  a  tenant  his  residence,  consisting  of  a  house 
and  eight  lots  adjoining  each  other,  and  his  children  continued  to 
live  in  the  house  and  to  board  with  the  tenant,  and  he  himself 
took  his  meals  with  the  tenant,  but  slept  in  a  house  of  two  rooms, 
on  a  separate  lot  about  three  blocks  distant,  the  front  room  of 
which  he  occupied  as  his  office,  while  the  back  room  was  fitted  up 
as  his  bed-room,  with  the  family  portraits,  toilet  articles,  etc., 
the  two  places  together  being  of  less  value  than  the  constitutional 
limit,  it  was  held  that  the  latter  house  and  lot  were  exempt.'  In 
another  case,  a  debtor  owned  a  lot  in  the  city  of  Austin, 
forty-six  feet  front  by  120  feet  deep,  on  one  side  of  which  stood 
a  house  in  which  he  resided.  He  built  a  house  on  the  other  side 
of  it,  and  moved  into  the  new  house  and  rented  out  the  old  to 


1  Bagland  v.  Bogers,  84  Texas,  617. 

•  17  Texas,  5d8. 

•  Pryor  ».  Stone,  19  Texas,  871. 
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another  family.  Both  families  got  water  out  of  one  well.  It 
was  ill  proof  that,  if  the  old  house  were  cut  off  from  the  new  one, 
there  would  not  be  room  for  a  stable,  garden,  or  calf-pen  —  such 
conveniences  as  would  be  required  by  a  family.  The  value  of 
the  whole  lot  and  both  buildings  did  not  exceed  the  constitutional 
exemption.  It  was  held  that  the  whole  lot  and  both  buildings 
were  exempt.^  This  doctrine  was  even  pushed  so  far  as  to  ex- 
empt a  detached  lot  and  store-house  standing  upon  it,  200  yards 
from  the  debtor's  residence,  and  separated  from  it  by  a  street  ;^ 
and  it  enabled  a  debtor  to  erect  buildings  to  be  rented  to  tenants, 
upon  a  block  separated  from  the  one  on  which  his  residence  stood 
by  an  alley,  and  to  hold  the  whole  as  his  homestead.'  Some  limits, 
however,  were  put  to  it.  A  single  man  could  not  hold  a  grocery 
as  his  homestead  simply  because  he  slept  in  the  back  room  of  it ;  ^ 
and  it  was  *' too  plain  for  argument "  that  a  town  lot  and  house 
thereon,  built  and  occupied  by  a  single  man,  who  had  no  family, 
as  a  lawyer's  office,  and  for  no  other  purpose,  was  not  his  home- 
stead; for,  said  Wheeler,  C.  J.,  "the  homestead  necessarily 
includes  the  idea  of  a  residence."  * 

§  127.  This  Doctrine  modified  in  Texas.  —  But  in  a  case 
decided  by  the  present  Supreme  Bench  of  Texas  the  doctrine  of 
the  foregoing  cases  is  greatly  modified.  Here  the  head  of  a 
family  lived  in  a  place  not  laid  off  in  lots  and  streets,  called  a 
**  settlement,"  but,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  his  homestead 
therein  was  treated  as  an  urban  homestead.  He  lived  on  a  lot  of 
about  three  acres ;  and  about  400  yards  distant  he  owned  another 
lot  of  one  acre,  upon  which  stood  a  store  in  which  he  did  busi- 
ness as  a  merchant.  This  was  held  no  part  of  his  homestead, 
mainly  for  the  reason  that  it  was  not  itsed  as  sucb.^  Precisely 
where  this  case  leaves  the  rule  it  may  be  difficult  to  state ;  but 
the  court  has  grasped  the  governing  principle  for  the  first  time, 
and  stated  it  in  the  following  language :    *«  The  visible  occupation 

^  Hancock  v.  Moigan,  17  Texas,  582. 

>  Moore  v.  Whitis,  80  Texas,  440. 

>  Nolan  V.  Beed,  88  Texas,  425. 

*  Philleo  V.  SmaUey,  28  Texas,  499. 

^  Stanley  v.  Greenwood,  24  Texas,  224. 

*  Iken  V.  Olenlck,  42  Texas,  195. 
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of  the  homestead,  or  mansion  bouse,  or  lands  adjoining  or  in 
aotnal  use,  as  appendant  to  and  part  thereof,  is  notice  to  creditors 
and  purchasers  dealing  with  the  husband.  But,  if  any  lots 
throughout  the  city  which  may  have  been  used  for  any  business 
purpose  by  the  husband,  and  thereby  became  a  part  and  parcel  of 
the  homestead  whichcannotbereachedby  creditors,  are  alienated 
by  the  husband  without  being  joined  by  the  wife,  it  is  needless 
to  say  that  the  security  of  those  so  dealing  with  the  husband 
rests,  to  a  very  great  extent,  on  a  moral,  rather  than  any  legal, 
foundation."* 

§  128.  Denied  in  BLansas.  —  In  Kansas,  under  a  statute  which 
exempts  *'  one  acre  within  an  incorporated  town  or  city,  occupied 
as  a  residence  by  the  family  of  the  owner,"  without  regard  to 
their  value,  it  is  held  broadiv  that  the  homestead  does  not  embnice 
lots  Separated  from  the  lot  on  which  the  dwelling-house  stands 
by  a  street,  or  even  by  an  ciUey}  The  coui*t  were,  no  doubt,  im- 
pelled to  this  conclusion  by  a  consideration  of  the  great  amount 
of  property  which  might,  in  the  form  of  a  town  homestead,  be 
withdrawn  from  creditors  under  the  operation  of  a  different  rule,' 
although  the  opinion  does  not  so  state.  The-  court,  as  will  be 
observed  from  the  language  quoted  in  the  note,  is  careful  to  ex- 
clude the  idea  that  the  homestead  may  not  cover  several  lots 
or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  provided  they  all  adjoin  each  other ; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  it  is  stated  that,  on  principle,  it  can  make 
no  difference  whether  the  alley  were  but  twenty  feet  wide,  as  in 
the  particular  case,  or  twenty  rods,  or  any  greater  or  less  dis- 
tance.* 

>  Iken  9.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  201,  per  Moore,  J. 

s  Kandal  v.  Elder,  12  Kan.  260. 

*  See,  as  Ulustrating  this,  }  189,  infra. 

'  Randal  v.  Elder,  12  Kan.  260.  Yalentine,  J.,  said:  **The  language,  '^<me  acre  [of 
land]  within  an  incorporated  town  or  city,  occupied  <u  a  residence  by  the  family  of  the 
owner t*  certainly  does  not  mean  to  include  various  tracts  of  land  scattered  through  an 
incorporated  town  or  city,  amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  no  more  than  one  acre. 
And  the  word  *  homestead  *  itself  seems  to  mean  the  particular  place  occupied  by  the 
family  of  the  owner  as  a  home,  and  not  to  mean  various  tracts  of  land  wholly  detached 
from  the  land,  although  they  may  be  used  by  the  owner  of  the  homestead.  In  this 
state  the  fee  of  all  streets,  alleys,  and  other  public  grounds  which  have  been  dedicated 
to  the  use  of  the  public  by  the  proprietor  of  any  town  or  city,  is  vested  in  the  county 
in  which  such  streets,  alleys,  or  other  public  grounds  are  situated,  and  not  in  the 
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§  129.  Adjoining  Lots  —  ••  Town  or  City  Lots." — The  term 
* « town  or  city  lot ' '  in  the  statute  of  Arkansas  *  is  not  restricted 
to  a  lot  according  to  the  recorded  plat  and  survey  of  the  town  or 
city ;  but,  where  a  house  was  built  on  the  dividing  line  of  two 
lots,  both  being  under  one  inclosure,  the  whole  was  held  to  be 
exempt  as  the  debtor's  homestead ;  and  this  notwithstanding  the 

abutting  or  adjacent  lot  owners.  Oomp.  Laws,  119, 22 1*  ^ ;  Franklin  County  v.  Lathrop, 
9  Ean.  458,  461, 462 ;  AtchiBon,  etc.,  B.  R.  Go.  v.  Garside,  10  Kan.  562.  An  abutting  lot 
owner  has  no  more  or  greater  legal  right  to  the  alley  than  any  other  person  has.  He 
does  not  own  the  ultimate  fee  to  the  alley,  nor  can  he  use  the  same  except  as  an  alley. 
He  has  no  right  to  use  it  as  a  part  of  his  homestead.  If  the  abutting  lot  owner  were 
the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  the  public  had  merely  an  easement  over  the  alley,  then  we 
should  think  that  the  abutting  lot  owner  would  have  the  right  to  extend  his  homestead 
on  both  sides  of  the  alley ;  for  then  his  homestead  would  be,  in  law,  composed  of  only 
one  tract  or  body  of  land.  Two  or  more  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  may,  when 
adjoining  and  when  united,  constitute  only  one  tract  or  body  of  land.  Therefore  a 
homestead  may  consist  of  several  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land,  provided  they  all 
adjoin  each  other,  for  they  are  in  &ct  but  one  tract  or  body  of  land.  We  do  not 
think  that  it  is  necessary  that  all  these  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  should  be  held 
by  an  absolute  title  in  fee-simple,  or  by  the  same  title,  or  by  the  same  kind  of  title,  in 
order  that  they  may  all  constitute  but  one  homestead ;  but  we  think  it  is  necessary 
that  they  all  be  held  by  some  kind  of  title  or  interest  different  from  that  which  the 
whole  public  may  have  in  the  property.  An  easement  may  be  created  upon  or 
through  the  land,  such  as  a  common  road,  a  railroad,  or  a  water  privilege,  without 
in  any  manner  alTecting  its  character  as  a  homestead  ;  for  in  such  a  case  the  owner 
of  the  land  still  owns  the  fee  to  that  portion  of  the  land  over  which  the  easement  is 
created,  as  well  as  to  the  rest  of  the  land.  Yet,  whenever  several  lots  or  pieces  or 
parcels  of  land  claimed  to  be  held  and  occupied  as  a  homestead  are  not  contiguous, 
but  are  separated  by  lands  in  which  the  person  claiming  the  homestead  has  no  title  or 
interest,  as  by  lands  owned  by  another,  or  by  a  street,  alley,  or  other  public  ground  in 
a  town  or  city,  such  several  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  cannot  be  included  in,  or 
constitute,  one  and  the  same  homestead.  The  alley  in  this  case  was  twenty  feet  wide. 
But,  upon  principle,  we  suppose  it  can  make  no  difference  whether  it  were  twenty  feet 
wide,  or  twenty  rods,  or  any  greater  or  less  distance.  If  a  resident  of  a  to¥m  or  city 
could  hold  a  lot  across  an  alley  for  a  stable,  as  a  part  of  his  homestead,  why  could  he 
not  hold  it  across  a  street,  across  a  block,  across  many  blocks?  And  why  could  not  a 
person  residing  on  a  five  or  ten-acre  lot,  just  outside  of  the  city,  hold  150  acres  of  land 
one  mile,  fifty  miles,  or  a  hundred  miles  away  from  his  actual  residence,  from  which  to 
get  his  hay,  com,  and  other  fium  produce  ?  The  resident  of  the  town  or  city  could  have 
no  more  right  to  fence  up  the  alley  than  the  resident  of  the  country  would  to  fence  up 
all  the  country  intervening  between  his  actual  residence  and  the  tract  of  land  he  might 
own  a  hundred  miles  away.  If  separate  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  not  contigu- 
ous to  each  other  can  be  held  at  all  as  a  homestead,  where  can  any  limit  as  to  the 
distance  which  may  intervene  between  them  be  fixed?  The  boimdaries  of  a  town  or 
city  for  a  resident  within  such  town  or  city,  and  the  boundaries  of  a  state  for  a  resident 
in  the  country,  would  be  the  only  limits  which  could  be  fixed  in  such  a  case." 
»  Gould's  Dig.  Ark.  Stat,  ch.'68,  2  29. 
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statute  provided  that  **  nothing  contained  in  this  act  shall  be  so 
construed  as  to  exempt  from  execution  jind  sale  any  town  lot, 
with  any  improvements  thereon,  except  such  as  constitute  the 
actual  family  residence,  and  such  buildings  as  are  necessary 
appendages  thereto."  *  In  a  case  in  California  the  debtor  owned 
two  halves  of  two  contiguous  lots,  forming  a  compact  body,  and 
worth  less  than  the  statutory  limit  of  value.  On  one  of  these 
half-lots  the  dwelling-house  was  situated,  and  the  other  was  by 
the  family  used  as  a  place  for  drying  clothes,  and  as  a  means  of 
access  to  the  street.  It  was  held  that  the  vacant  half-lot,  as  well 
as  that  on  which  the  dwelling  stood,  was  exempt  from  execution.* 
So,  in  a  case  in  Texas,  a  head  of  a  family  purchased  a  town  lot, 
built  a  house  thereon,  and  occupied  it  as  his  homestead.  Subse- 
quently he  purchased  an  adjoining  lot  which  he  had  previously 
inclosed  with  the  lot  on  which  he  lived.  This  last  lot  was  levied 
upon  under  an  execution  and  sold,  and  the  purchaser  brought 
an  action  for  possession.  The  judge  told  the  jury  that  *'  a  lot 
recently  purchased  does  not  thereby  become  a  part  of  a  home- 
stead already  designated  and  used  as  a  homestead,"  and  refused 
to  tell  them  that,  if  the  defendant  used  and  enjoyed  the  lot  in  con- 
troversy "  as  grounds  attached  to  his  family  residence,"  it  was  a 
part  of  his  homestead  ;  and  likewise  refused  to  charge  that  **  a 
head  .of  a  family  who  has  already  acquired  a  homestead  can  add 
thereto  subsequently  by  increasing  the  number  of  city  lots,  not 
to  exceed  in  the  whole  the  value  of  $2,000."  It  was  held  that 
this  instruction  and  the  refusal  to  charge  as  requested  were  mani- 
fest error.  «*  A  homstead,"  said  the  court,  '*  of  less  value  than 
$2,000  may  be  increased  in  value  up  to  the  limit  of  $2,000  by  the 
acquisition  of  an  adjoining  lot  or  lots." '  But  in  Massachusetts  it 
is  held  that  the  subsequently-acquired  land  is  not  exempt.*  In 
Nevada  the  town  homestead  consists  of  a  quantity  of  landj  to- 
gether with  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances, 
not  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  $5,000.  There  is  also  a  pro- 
vision that,  if  the  homestead  consists  of  one  acre  of  land,  more 

»  Gould's  Dig.  Ark.  Stat,  ch.  6S,  J  82;  Wassell  «.  Tunnah,  26  Ark.  101. 
>  Englebrecht  v.  Shade,  47  Cal.  627. 

*  CampbeU  v,  McManuB,  82  Texas,  442. 

*  Swan  V,  Stephens,  99  Mass.  7. 
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or  less,  no  division  of  it  shall  be  made  without  the  assent  of  the 
defendant.  Under  these  provisions  a  debtor  was  enabled  to 
claim  as  against  his  mortgagee,  his  wife  not  having  joined  therein, 
a  homestead  upon  a  lot  adjoining  that  of  his  residence,  upon 
which  »tood  a  livery-stable  occupied  and  used  by  him.^  In  Cali- 
fornia, under  a  statute  similar  to  that  of  Nevada,  except  that  it 
contained  no  provision  that  the  homestead  should  not  be  reduced 
below  an  acre,  a  debtor  claimed  a  homestead  in  a  block  of  land 
in  an  incorporated  city,  consisting  of  four  lots.  At  the  time  of 
executing  the  declaration  of  homestead  there  were  upon  this 
block,  erected  and  owned  by  the  debtor,  nine  separate  buildings, 
namely,  a  public  hall  or  gymnasium,  a  store-house,  and  seven 
dwelling-houses.  In  one  of  these  dwelling-houses  the  debtor 
resided,  and  all  the  others  were  occupied  by  his  tenants.  The 
dwelling-house  in  wliich  the  debtor  resided  stood  on  a  portion  of 
a  corner  lot  forming  a  parallelogram,  inclosed  by  a  fence,  and 
entirely  separated  from  the  remaining  portion  of  the  lot.  The 
value  of  this  house  and  the  land  inclosed  was  less  than  $5,000, 
but  the  value  of  the  rest  was  not  stated.  Upon  these  facts 
(more  fully  set  out  in  the  original  report)  the  court  held  that 
only  the  house  and  ground  inclosed  by  the  fence  were  exempt.' 
Mr.  Justice  Sanderson,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
laid  down  with  unusual  clearness  and  fullness  (in  language  else- 
where quoted')  the  principles  which  controlled  the  case. 

§  130.  Houses  built  for  Rent  not  Homestead.  —  This  last 
case  very  clearly  conducts  us  to  the  rule  that  houses  built  for  the 
purpose  of  being  rented  to  tenants,  thus  yielding  the  debtor  a 
revenue  separate  from  any  use  immediately  connected  with  his 
dwelling,  form  no  part  of  his  homestead.  This  rule,  at  once  so 
reasonable  and  easy  of  application,  has  been  agreed  upon  by 
several  courts.^    It  has  been  denied  in  Texas,^  but,  as  we  have 

'  Clark  o.  Shannon,  1  Nev.  568. 

'  Gregg  V,  Boatwick,  8  J  Cal.  220. 

»  Supra,  il  110,  111. 

*  Gregg  V,  Bostwick,  83  Cal.  220;  Dyson  v.  Shelev,  11  Mich.  527;  Casselman  v. 
Packard,  16  Wis.  114 ;  £urz  o,  Brusch,  18  Iowa,  871 ;  Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  4  Iowa, 
868 ;  Hoitt  v.  Webb,  3b  N.  H.  168. 

s  Nolan  V.  Reed,  88  Texas,  425. 
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seen,  in  pursuance  of  a  view  of  the  Constitution  of  that  state, 
which  has  been  since  substantially  overruled;^  and  in  Illinois^ 
where  a  dwelling  and  a  store-house  occupied  by  a  tenant  stood 
upon  one  lot,  the  whole  within  the  statutory  limit  of  value,  the 
store-house  was  held  a  part  of  the  homestead  —  a  view  which 
must  be  deemed  salutary,  under  a  statute  limiting  the  value  of 
the  homestead  to  $1,000.^ 

§  131.  Reasons  and  Applications  of  .  the  Rule  —  Liot  and 
Double-hoiisey  one  rented*  —  The  reasons  which  suppoit  this 
rule  have  been  very  fully  stated  in  quotations  from  the  opinious 
of  dijfferent  courts,  given  in  the  1st  article  of  this  chapter.  They 
are,  however,  stated  with  special  force  by  Campbell,  J.,  in  a  case 
in  Michigan.  The  Constitution  of  that  state  defined  the  urban 
homestead  as  consisting  of  "any  lot  in  any  city,  village,  or 
recorded  town  plat,  or  such  parts  of  lots  as  shall  be  equal  thereto, 
and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  owned 
and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  the  state,  not  exceeding  in  value 
fifteen  hundred  dollars.'"  In  this  case  the  debtor  owned  a  lot 
with  a  double-house  upon  it,  in  the  city  of  Detroit.  One-half  of 
this  lot,  and  the  part  of  the  house  upon  that  half,  were  occupied 
by  a  tenant  under  a  lease,  and  this  part  had  been  leased  for 
several  years.  The  owner  occupied  the  other  portion  of  the 
house.  The  yard  in  the  rear  was  not  fenced  off  between  the 
houses,  but  was  left  open.  A  pen-stock  used  by  both  was  in 
the  middle  of  the  lot.  A  double-privy,  used  by  both,  was  upon 
the  east  side  of  the  premises,  being  the  portion  levied  on.  The 
house  was  divided  equally,  except  as  to  an  unfinished  gai-ret  in 
the  rear,  which  was  not  divided,  and  was  used,  if  it  all,  by  the 
owner.  The  entire  premises  were  by  some  witnesses  valued  at 
more  than  $1,500,  and  by  some  at  less.  It  was  held  that  the 
debtor  was  not  entitled  to  claim  it  as  his  homestead.  "  Under 
our  Constitution  and  laws,"  said  Campbell,  J.,  "  a  homestead, 
in  order  to  be  exempt,  must  be  *  owned  and  occupied '  by  a  citizen 

1  Supra,  i  127. 

>  Hubbell  V,  Canady,  68  HI.  426.    The  reason  of  this  view  wiU  be  found  in  a  quota- 
tion, supra,  2  120. 

>  Const.  Mich.  1860,  art  16,  {  2. 
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of  this  state.  This  language  clearly  implies  that  the  premises 
must  have  been  set  apart  as  a  home,  and  for  the  purposes  of  the 
owner  or  his  family.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  the  case  before  us, 
to  inquire  whether  land  thus  set  apart  may  or  may  not  be  leased 
temporarily ;  nor  whether,  if  all  the  land  claimed  is  covered  by 
a  dwelling  used  by  the  family,  separate  stories  over  or  under 
their  domicile  may  or  may  not  be  used  or  rented  for  other  pur- 
poses. The  cases  deciding  these  points,  to  which  reference  was 
made  on  the  argument,  are  not  applicable  to  the  case  before  us. 
Here  the  complainant  [the  debtor]  builds  upon  his  lot  in  such  a 
way  as  to  show  he  designed  it  for  two  families,  and  not  for  one. 
The  portion  levied  on  had  been  leased  for  several  years.  It  is 
plain  that  this  portion  could  never  have  been  properly  regarded 
as  a  homestead.  The  law  does  not  exempt  property  to  the 
amount  of  $1,500,  whether  designed  as  a  homestead  or  not.  It 
merely  covers  so  much  as  comes  within  that  designation,  although 
worth  but  a  trifle.  Its  object  is  to  preserve  the  home,  and  no 
more.*'^ 

§  132.  Oontliiued — Separate  Boilding^s  on  one  Lot,  some 
occupied  by  Tenants.  — In  a  case  determined  in  Iowa,  in  1862,^ 
the  grantor  in  a  d^d  of  trust  claimed  a  homestead  in  the  premi- 
ses as  against  the  purchaser  at  the  trustee's  sale.  A  lot  in  the 
city  of  Dubuque  had  been  divided  into  five  equal  parts.  The 
homestead  claimant  was  the  owner  of  two  of  these  fractional 
parts,  called,  respectively,  the  south  fifth  and  the  south  middle- 
fifth.  The  controversy  was  limited  to  the  south  middle-fifth. 
On  the  north  side  of  this,  and  some  distance  from  the  front,  on 
White  Street,  was  a  one-story  brick  cottage,  occupied  by  the 
homestead  claimant  and  his  family  at  the  time  of  making  the 
deed,  in  which  deed  his  wife  did  not  join.  There  was  also  a 
double-brick-house  on  this  subdivision  of  the  lot,  fronting  on 
White  Street.  This  house  had  never  been  occupied  by  the 
homestead  claimant  prior  to  the  execution  of  the  trust  deed, 
nor  at  any  time  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  action,  except 
for  a  period  of  about  two  months.     With  this  exception  it  was 

1  Dyson  v.  Sheley,  11  Mich.  527. 
*  Korz  V.  BruBch,  18  Iowa,  871. 
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rented  to  a  number  of  tenants,  and  used  as  shops,  the  defendant 
having  no  possession  except  through  such  tenants.  On  the 
south  half  of  the  same  subdivision  there  w^^  also  a  planing- 
mill  leased  to  a  tenant  at  an  annual  rental  of  $150.  It  was 
held  that  so  much  of  this  subdivision  —  the  south  middle- 
fifth —  as  was  in  good  faith  actually  used  as  appurtenant  to 
the  **  cottage  dwelling,*'  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
trust  deed,  should  be  set  apart  to  the  homestead  claimant, 
and  that  as  to  all  the  other  parts  the  purchaser  at  the  trustee's 
sale  should  have  judgment.  Wright,  J.,  who  delivered  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  said:^  *'The  statute,  to  our  minds, 
is  clear  and   decisive   upon   this   point.     After   providing  that 

*  the  homestead  must  embrace  the  house  used  as  a  home,'  ^  and, 
if  he  (the  owner)  has  two  or  more  houses  thus  used  by  him  at 
different  times  and  places,  he  may  select  which  he  will  retain ;' 
that  ^  it  may  contain  one  or  more  lots  or  tracts  of  land,  with  the 
buildings   thereon  and  other  appurtenances,'  it  then  declares  ' 

*  it  must  not  embrace  more  than  one  dwelling-house,  nor 
any  other  building  except  such  as  are  properly  appurtenant 
to  the  homestead  as  such ;  but  a  shop  or  other  building 
situated  thereon,  and  really  used  and  occupied  by  the  owner 
in  the  prosecution  of  his  own  ordinary  busitiess,  and  not  ex- 
ceeding three  hundred  dollars  in  value,  may  be  deemed  appur- 
tenant to  such  homestead.'  This  section,  by  the  assertion  of 
what  may  be,  as  well  as  what  shall  not  be,  considered  as  appur- 
tenant to  the  homestead,  and,  hence,  a  pai*t  of  it,  frees  the  ques- 
tion of  all  difficulty.  The  purpose  and  object  of  the  law  are 
most  clearly  shown.  It  gives  the  '  dwelling-house  '  and  a  shop 
really  occupied  in  the  prosecution  of  his  ordinary  business  by 
the  owner,  but  not  buildings  that  are  not  thus  used  and  occupied. 
The  mechanic  needs  his  shop,  the  physician  his  office,  to  assist 
him  in  procuring  means  for  the  support  of  his  family,  as  he  needs 
his  dwelling.  This  is  the  theory  of  our  statute;  and  he  is  pro- 
tected in  the  one  as  much  as  the  other.  ♦  ♦  ♦  But  it  was 
never  intended  that  other  buildings,  though  on  the  same  lot  — 
buildings  not  *  appurtenant  to  the  homestead  as  such ;'  those  not 

1  13  Iowa,  371. 

«  Code  1861,  2  1268. 
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*  used  and  occupied  by  the  owner  in  the  prosecution  of  his  own 
ordinaiy  business ;'  those  rented,  and  yielding  a  revenue  to  the 
owner — we  may  say  it  never  was  intended  that  such  should  be 
exempt.  If  so,  the  law  could  be  made  the  cloak  for  the  most 
stupendous  frauds ;  for,  if  one  such  building  may  be  exempt,  so 
may  all  that  could  be  placed  on  a  half-acre  if  in  a  town,  or  forty 
acres  if  in  the  country,  without  limit  as  to  value.  And  thus  the 
statute,  instead  of  securing  the  family  a  home  where  they  may 
be  sheltered  and  live  beyond  the  reach  of  financial  misfoilune 
and  the  demands  of  creditors,  would  give  them  property  never 
contemplated  by  its  letter  or  spirit.**  * 

§  133.  Continued — Houses  on  Homestead  Liot  built  for 
Tenants.  —  The  Wisconsin  statute  exempts  a  quarter  of  an  acre 
of  land  in  any  town  or  city,  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon 
and  its  appurtenances.  In  Casselman  v.  Packard  ^  the  premi- 
ses in  question  consisted  of  less  than  a  quarter  of  an  acre 
of  land  in  the  village  of  Sparta.  There  were  situated  on 
it,  besides  the  dwelling-house  in  which  the  owner  resided  with 
his  family,  various  other  buildings  used  and  occupied  as  stores, 
ware-rooms,  shops,  school-rooms,  offices,  etc.,  and  were  rented  as 
such.  The  owner  claimed  that  all  these  buildings  were  exempt 
as  his  homestead,  and  the  circuit  judge  took  this  view  of  the 
case,  but  his  judgment  was,  by  the  Supreme  Court,  reversed. 
The  report  is  defective  in  not  showing  precisely  what  part  of  the 
premises  were  exempted  from  the  forced  sale  ;  but  it  may  be  in- 
ferred from  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  it  was  only  the  dwelling- 
house  and  the  buildings  which  were  considered  appurtenances. 

Cole,  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said:  **  We  cannot  believe 
the  Legislature  ever  intended  that  a  person  should  hold  all  the 
buildings  which  might  be  erected  upon  a  quarter  of  an  acre  of 
ground  in  a  city  or  village,  whatever  might  be  their  character,  or 
for  whatever  purposes  they  were  designed,  under  the  homestead 
exemption  law,  merely  because  he  might  live  in  one  of  them. 
Such  a  construction  seems  to  us  most  unreasonable.  The  statute 
exempts  the  given   quantity   of  laud,   with  the  dwelling-house 

1  KuTz  V.  Brusch,  18  Iowa,  871. 
«  16  Wis.  114. 
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thereon  and  its  appurtenances.  Of  course  the  exemption  of  that 
quantity  of  land  has  regard  to  the  purpose  for  which  it  is  used. 
It  was  supposed  that  this  amount  of  land  might  be  convenient 
and  necessary  for  comfort  and  the  enjoyment  of  the  dwelling- 
house.  Nor  are  we  prepared  to  say  that  the  entire  quantity  of 
land  must  be  devoted  exclusively  to  the  use  of  the  dwelling.  In 
addition  to  the  dwelling,  a  person  might,  perhaps,  erect  a  small 
shop,  or  building  of  that  character,  on  the  lot,  which  he  himself 
used  or  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  his  trade  or  business,  without 
forfeiting  the  exemption.  But  it  is  not  necessary  to  express  any 
opinion  upon  that  point  in  this  case." 

Mr.  Chief  Justice  Dixon  entertained  still  stronger  views  on  the 
question,  and  urged,  as  he  had  done  in  a  former  case,  that  real 
estate  might  be  divided  by  hoHzontal  lines  ^  in  admeasuring  the 
homestead.  He  called  attention  to  the  preceding  case,  and  urged, 
in  forcible  language,  the  unreasonableness  of  the  distinction  made 
by  the  two  cases.  He  said  :  '*  The  only  diflTerence  between  this 
case  and  that  of  Phelps  v.  Rooney  ^  is  the  difference  between  the 
perpendiciUar  and  horizontal  lines  of  division  of  land ;  and, 
according  to  the  views  I  then  entertained,  I  cannot  but  concur 
with  my  brethren  here.  I  then  endeavored  to  show,  both  on 
principle  and  authority,  that  Rooney 's  premises  should  have  been 
divided  by  horizontal  lines,  so  as  to  have  saved  the  homestead 
and  permitted  the  residue  to  be  sold  under  the  mortgage.  The 
doctrine  for  which  I  then  contended  I  think  now  fully  adopted 
by  the  court,  the  only  grounds  of  distinction  being  that  the  lines 
of  division  are  perpendicular.  This  I  believe  to  be  untenable. 
*  *  *  It  seems  to  me  extremely  unreasonable,  not  to  say 
absurd,  to  hold  that  the  plaintiff,  Casselman^  shall  now  be  deprived 
of  so  much  of  the  one-fourth  of  an  acre  exempted  by  statute  as 
is  occupied  by  the  buildings  used  for  *  stores,  ware-rooms,  shops, 
school-rooms,  offices,'  etc.,  because  it  happens  that  such  portion 
of  the  premises  can  be  separated  from  the  premises  by  perpen- 
dicular lines,  when,  if  he  had  chanced  to  so  construct  the  build- 
ings that  his  dwelling  had  been  a  story  above  or  below  those 
used  for  these  various  purposes,  the  whole  would  have  been 

^  See  next  section. 

«  9  Wis.  70,  and  12  Wis.  698;  infra,  i  185. 
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exempt,  aud  his  possession  and  ownership  undisturbed.  The  iLse 
is  nothing,  but  the  foifn  of  the  use  is  everything,  in  determining 
the  question  of  exemption.  I  cannot  but  regard  this  as  a  most 
blind  and  unthinking  devotion  to  mere  foim,  with  no  shadow  of 
substance.  The  plaintiff,  desiring  to  retain  the  whole  quailer- 
acre  tree  from  the  claims  of  creditors,  at  the  time  of  consulting 
the  architect  should  also  have  consulted  a  lawyer,  and  then  he 
could  have  so  modeled  his  buildings  as  to  occupy  them  for  a 
dwelling,  and  at  the  same  time  devote  the  greater  pai*t  to  any 
other  use  or  uses  he  saw  lit,  without  endangering  his  privilege 
under  the  statute.** ^ 

§  134.  Part  of  Dwelling  rented  for  Business  Purposes  — 
Horizontal  Partition  of  Realty.  —  These  decisions  conduct  us 
to  a  class  of  cases  which  involve  more  difficulty.  Suppose  the 
debtor's  house  has  been  built  to  serve  the  double  purpose  of  a 
dwelling  and  place  of  business,  and  the  part  adapted  to  business 
purposes  is  occupied  by.  a  tenant — is  the  whole  to  be  regarded  as 
his  homestead?  This  question  would  not  present  special  difficulty 
if  the  building  were  capable  of  partition,  so  that  the  place  used 
for  business  purposes  could  be  sold  under  execution,  and  the 
part  occupied  by  the  debtor  and  his  family  reserved  to  them  as 
exempt.  Nor  will  the  case  present  special  difficulty  where  the 
statute  provides  that  a  homestead  in  excess  of  the  statutory 
value  may  be  sold,  and  the  value  of  the  homestead  reserved  for 
the  debtor  or  reinvested  in  another  homestead.  The  embarrass- 
ment arises  where  there  is  no  such  provision,  or  where  the 
statute  fixes  no  limit  to  the  value  of  the  town  homestead.  In 
such  a  case  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  came,  at  an  early  day, 
to  the  somewhat  novel  conclusion  that  a  building  can  be  divided 
horizontally  i  so  as  to  reserve  to  the  debtor  the  floor  which  is 
occupied  as  his  dwelling,  and  sell  the  rest  under  the  creditor's^ 
execution.'  The  statute  under  which  this  conclusion  was  reached 
contained  the  following  recitals :  <<  The  homestead  must  embrace 
the  house  used  as  a  home  by  the  owner  thereof,  and,  if  he  has  two 
or  more  houses  thus  used  by  him  at  different  times  and  places,  he 

1  CuMelman  v.  Packard,  Id  Wis.  114, 118. 
*  Bfaodes  V,  McCormick,  4  Iowa,  868. 
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•  mayselect  which  oue  he  will  retain  as  his  homestead."  i  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
* '  If  within  a  town  plat,  it  must  not  exceed  one-half  an  acre  in  ex- 
tent. *  ♦  ♦  But  if,  when  thus  limited,  *  *  *  its  value 
is  less  than  five  hundred  dollars,  it  may  be  enlarged  till  its  value 
reaches  that  amount.^  It  must  not  embrace  more  than  one  dwell- 
ing-house, or  any  other  buildings  except  such  as  are  properly  ap- 
purtenant to  the  homestead  as  such,  but  a  shop  or  other  building 
situated  thereon,  and  really  used  and  occupied  by  the  owner  in 
the  prosecution  of  his  ordinary  business,  and  not  exceeding  three 
hundred  dollars  in  value,  may  be  deemed  appuitenant  to  such 
homestead.'*  *  The  debtor  was  the  owner  of  a  half-lot  in  the  city 
of  Muscatine,  on  which  was  erected  a  three-story  building  worth 
$7,000.  The  building  was  so  constructed  that  the  lower  pait 
could  be  used  for  business  purposes  and  the  two  upper  stories  as 
a  residence.  The  cellar  and  first  floor  were  rented  at  $800  per 
annum.  The  two  upper  stories  were  occupied  as  a  residence  by 
the  debtor  and  his  family,  and  another  family,  and  were  worth 
a  rental  of  $300  per  year.  Upon  these  facts  the  couit  held*  that 
the  cellar  and  first  floor  were  subject  to  execution,  but  that  the 
second  and  third  stories  were  exempt. 

It  will  be  seen,  on  examination,  that  the  substantial  difiference 
between  the  Iowa  statute  above  quoted  and  that  of  Michigan  is 
that  under  the  former  the  valiie  of  the  building  occupied  as  a 
homestead  is  not  limited,  though  the  extent  of  the  ground  is ; 
while  in  the  latter  the  value  of  the  homestead  is  limited  to  $1,500. 
In  this  respect  the  Iowa  statute  then  in  force  resembled  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  Constitution  of  Kansas,  while  the  ruling  in  this 
case  is  directly  opposed  to  that  in  Me  Tertelling,  infra.  Another 
important  deduction  to  be  noted  is  that  the  basement  and  first 
story  were  not  the  owner^s  place  of  business,  but  were  rented  to 
a  tenant.  It  may  be  curious  to  note  the  estate  which  the  execu- 
tion purchaser  took  in  the  Iowa  case  before  us.  It  is  thus  stated 
by  the  court :  ^^  The  title  to  the  soil  remains  in  the  defendant,  or 
owner  of  the  homestead.     The  purchaser  under  the  execution 

• 

^  Code  Iowa  1851,  {  1260. 

«  IHd.,  1 1262. 

s  Ibid,,  i  1264. 

*  Wright,  G.  J.,  and  Woodward,  J.,  concurring,  and  Stockton,  J.,  dissenting.  • 
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acquires  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the  first  floor  and  deWdt; 
aud  every  pai*t  of  each,  which  right  is  to  continue  so  long*  as  the 
same  is  teiiantable.  He  may  rent  it,  aud  in  every  respect  use 
and  enjoy  it  as  his  own  property,  having  regard  to  the  rights  of 
the  persons  owning  and  occupying  the  remaining  poition  of  the 
building.  He  has  a  right  to  protect  his  walls ;  to  make  all  neces- 
sary repairs;  and  to  all  needful  means  of  access  to  his  said 
premises.  The  owner  or  occupant  of  the  upper  stories  is  to  be 
in  no  manner  disturbed  in  the  possession  of  said  premises ;  has  a 
right  to  pass  and  repass  by  the  ordinary  constructed  passage  or 
stair-way,  so  as  to  enjoy  and  use  said  homestead ;  but  must  do 
nothing  to  endanger  the  property  of  the  purchaser  under  the 
execution,  nor  to  unnecessarily  impair  his  rights."^  As  a  conse- 
quence of  this  peculiar  situation  of  the  owners  of  this  property,  it 
was  subsequently  decided  by  the  same  court  that  they  owned 
in  severalty,  and  not  as  joint  tenants  or  as  tenants  in  common, 
and  that  partition  would  not  lie.^ 

§  135.    Continaed  —  A  contrary  Ylew  in  Minnesota.  —  The 

homestead  law  of  Minnesota  provides  for  a  rural  homestead  of 
eighty  acres,  and  also  that,  '^  at  the  option  of  the  owner,  a  quan- 
tity of  land  not  exceeding  in  amount  one  lot,  being  within  an 
incorporated  town,  city,  or  village,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon 
and  its  appurtenances,  owned  and  occupied  by  any  resident  of 
this  state,  shall  not  be  subject  to  attaclimeut,  levy,"  etc.^  In 
Kelly  V.  Baker  ^  the  premises  in  question  consisted  of  a  quantity 
of  land  in  a  town,  upon  which  was  a  brick  building  two  stories 
high,  with  a  basement.  The  front  part  was  built,  rented,  and 
used  for  a  store,  and  was  adapted  to  such  use ;  the  second  story 

1  Rhodes  v,  McCormick,  4  Iowa,  875.  From  the  foregoing  view,  Stockton,  J.,  dis- 
sented with  much  force,  taking  the  view  that  both  the  ground  and  the  entire  building 
were  exempt.  This  case  is  said  to  have  ftimished  the  celebrated  Henry  Clay  Dean 
with  a  subject  for  the  exercise  of  his  wit,  who,  in  one  of  his  political  speeches,  accused 
Judge  Wright  of  hanging  the  widow's  homestead  in  tae  air,  like  a  bird's  nest  in  a  tree. 
The  principle  here  asserted  has  been  substantially  overruled  in  a  late  case  in  the  same 
court,  which  the  writer  has  not  seen,  where  it  is  held  that  valuable  coal  mines  under  a 
fium  cannot  be  claimed  as  a  part  of  the  country  homestead. 

>  McCormick  v.  Bishop,  28  Iowa,  288. 

*  1  Minn.  Stat  at  Large,  630. 

«  10  Minn.  154. 
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of  the  front  part  was  used  as  a  printing  and  job-office,  by  a  com- 
pany of  which  the  owner  was  a  member,  and  also  by  the  owner 
(who  was  a  physician)  as  his  office.  The  basement •  under  the 
front  of  the  building  was  also  rented,  a  part  of  it  in  connection 
with  the  store  and  the  other  part  for  pork-packing,  in  which  the 
owner  also  had  some  articles  stored.  The  rear  part  of  the  build- 
ing was  fitted  up  and  used  by  the  plaintiff  as  his  dwelling-house, 
having  one  entrance  through  the  hall  in  rear  of  the  store,  and 
connected  with  it  by  a  door,  and  one  from  the  rear  of  the  build- 
ing. The  building  was  situated  on  a  corner,  having  an  alley  in 
the  rear.  It  was  held  that  the  entire  building  was  exempt  as  the 
homestead  of  the  owner.  **It  is  to  be  observed,"  said  Mr. 
Justice  BeiTy,  **  that  no  limitations  were  imposed  by  the  Legis- 
lature upon  the  use  which  should  be  made  of  the  homestead  of 
eighty  acres,  or  of  one  lot,  provided,  only,  it  w^  the  dwelling- 
place  of  the  party  claiming  the  exemption.  As  to  the  balance, 
beyond  what  was  required  for  the  site  of  the  house,  the  claimant 
seems  to  have  been  left  free  to  allow  it  to  remain  uninclosed, 
unimproved,  vacant,  and  idle,  or  to  devote  it  to  any  use  he  might 
choose." 

§  136.  And  also  in  Wisconsin.  —  The  language  of  the  Wis- 
consin statute  was  similar  to  that  of  Minnesota.  It  exempted  a 
rural  homestead  not  exceeding  forty  acres,  **  or,  instead  thereof, 
at  the  option  of  the  owner,  a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  in 
amount  one-fourth  of  an  acre,  being  within  a  recorded  town 
plat,  or  city,  or  village,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and 
its  appurtenances,  owned  and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  the 
state,"  etc.^ 

In  Phelps  V.  Roo ney  ^  the  building  claimed  as  a  homestead 
was  situated  in  the  business  portion  of  the  city  of  Milwaukee. 
It  was  three  stories  high  in  front,  and  four  stories  high  in  the 
rear,  which  opened  upon  the  Milwaukee  River.  The  style  of  the 
building  was,  externally,  that  of  a  store.  The  basement  and  first 
story  were  occupied  by  lessees  of  the  debtor  as  a  wholesale  and 
retail  store.     These  rooms  were  twenty  feet  front  and  120  feet 

1  Kev.  Stat  Wis.  1868,  p.  785,  ^  28. 
«  9  Wis.  7a 
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deep.  With  the  exception  of  one  room,  used  for  storing  goods, 
the  second  and  third  stories  were,  and  had  always  been,  occu- 
pied by  the  debtor  and  his  family  as  their  residence,  and  were 
their  only  place  of  abode.  The  annual  rental  of  the  first  story 
and  basement  was  $1,500.  The  second  and  third  stories  would 
not,  if  rented,  have  produced  more  than  $250  annually.  It  was 
held,  two  judges  against  one,  that  the  homestead  exemption 
covered  the  entire  building.  The  majority  of  the  court  expressly 
dissent  from  the  position  taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa 
in  Rhodes  v.  McCormick,  supra.  But  from  the  opinion  of  the 
majority  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Dixon  dissented  at  considerable 
length,  and  with  much  force  of  reasoning.  The  case  was  again 
reargued  on  a  motion  for  a  reheaiing,  and,  this  being  denied,  the 
chief  justice  again  dissented  in  a  long  opinion.  In  these  opin- 
ions he  showed  that  the  principal  use  of  the  building  was  that  of 
a  store-house,  and  that  its  use  as  a  residence  was  only  a  mbordir- 
nate  and  incidental  use ;  in  other  words,  that,  in  point  of  value, 
it  was  six^evenths  store-house,  and  only  one-seventh  residence. 
He  showed  that,  under  the  ruling  of  the  majority  of  the  court, 
business  property  of  great  value  might  be  effectually  withdrawn 
from  the  reach  of  creditors,  under  the  pretense  that  it  consti- 
tuted the  debtor's  homestead.  He  illustrated  his  position  by 
showing  that,  according  to  the  views  of  the  majority,  a  man 
might  claim  a  shot-tower  as  his  homestead  by  residing  in  it,  and 
that  Diogenes,  who  resided  in  a  tub  attached  to  the  temple  of 
Cybele,  might  have  asserted  a  homestead  right  to  the  whole 
temple  under  the  Wisconsin  statute!  He  also  endeavored  to 
show  that  the  building  was  capable  of  being  subdivided  horizon- 
tally y  so  as  to  save  the  homestead  and  to  permit  the  residence 
to  be  sold. 

§  137.  Rooms  rented  to  Tenants  —  Liodglng- houses  — 
Coiintry  Hotels.  —  But  if  the  principal  use  of  the  building  is 
that  of  a  residence  for  the  debtor  and  his  family,  and  especially 
if,  in  its  architecture,  it  was  designed  exclusively  or  principally 
for  a  residence,  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason  for  refusing  to 
treat  it  as  the  debtor's  homestead  merely  because  he  rents  out 
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some  of  the  rooms  to  others.^  Under  this  view  a  hotel  in  the 
country,  attached  to  a  farm,  in  which  the  debtor  resides  with  his 
family,  may  be  held  by  a  debtor  as  his  homestead.  Thus,  in 
California,  in  1860,  under  a  statute  quoted  in  the  note,^  the 
premises  consisted  of  a  ranch  or  farm  of  160  acres,  with  a  build- 
ing thereon  used  as  a  country  hotel,  together  with  the  usual  bam, 
store-houses,  and  out-houses  appurtenant  thereto.  The  building 
was  originally  designed  as  a  family  residence  and  store-house, 
but  in  the  progress  of  erection  the  plan  was  changed  so  as  to 
adapt  the  building  to  the  purposes  of  a  hotel.  It  was  not  com- 
pleted until  January,  1858,  but  was  occupied  in  its  unfinished 
state  by  the  debtor  and  his  family,  as  their  residence.  It  was 
situated  on  a  mountain  road,  and  its  owner  kept  boarders  and 
lodgers,  and  furnished  accommodations  to  travelers.  The  value 
of  the  entire  premises  did  not  exceed  $2,000.  It  was  held  that 
the  entire  property  was  exempt  as  a  homestead.  The  nature  and 
extent  of  the  building  did  not  interfere  with  its  character  as  a 
dwelling-house.'  A  similar  view  was  taken  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Nevada,  under  a  statute  similar  to  that  of  California. 
It  was  held,  on  the  authority  of  Clark  v.  Shannon,*  that  a 
house  in  an  incorporated  town,  of  less  value  than  $5,000,  con- 
structed so  as  to  be  more  suitable  for  a  boarding  and  lodging- 
house  than  for  a  residence  merely,  and  much  the  larger  portion 
of  which  was  usually  rented  out  to  lodgers,  was  exempt  as  a 
homestead.^  In  a  case  in  Massachusetts,  decided  in  1865,  a 
similar  conclusion  was  reached,  where  all  except  one  room  of  the 
house  claimed  as  a  homestead  was  rented  to  tenants  for  an  annual 
rental  paid  to  the  owner,  the  house  being  a  single  building, 
designed  as  a  dwelling-house,  and  not  a  part  of  a  block  con- 
structed with  a  view  to  furnish  several  dwelling-houses.     This 

1  Lftzell  V.  Lazell,  8  Allen,  575. 

«  Cal.  Act  April  21, 1861,  i  1 ;  Lawa  1860-68,  p.  860.  The  statute  reada:  "The 
homestead,  consisting  of  a  quantity  of  land,  together  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon 
and  its  appurtenances,  not  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  five  thousand  dollars,  to  be 
selected  by  the  owner  thereof^  shall  not  be  subject  to  forced  sale,"  etc 

s  Ackley  v.  Chamberlain,  16  CaL  181. 

*  1  Nev.  568. 

•  Goldman  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  607. 
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case  ^  arose  under  the  Massachusetts  act  of  1855  (ch.  238),  uot 
now  accessible  to  us;  but  in  the  Kevised  Statutes  of  1860  (ch. 
104y  §  1 )  the  homestead  is  described  as  *^  an  estate  of  homestead, 
to  the  extent  in  value  of  eight  hundred  dollars,  in  the  farm  or  lot 
of  land  and  buildings  thereon  owned  or  rightly  possessed  by 
bim,  by  lease  or  otherwise,  and  occupied  by  him  as  a  residence." 

§  138.  Part  of  Dwelling  used  by  Debtor  for  Business  Pur- 
poses. —  Where  the  statute  limits  the  homestead  in  value^  it  can- 
not possibly  be  an  objection  to  the  right  of  homestead  that  the 
debtor  uses  a  part  of  his  dwelling  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on 
his  business.  ^^  No  one  would  imagine  that  a  person  would  lose 
his  homestead  privilege  if  he  should  happen  to  use  some  room  in 
his  dwelling  for  his  law-office,  or  because  his  wife  should,  in  her 
own  right,  carry  on  dress-making  in  one  of  the  apartments."* 

§139.   Part  of  Business  Establislinient  used  for  Dwelling:*  — 

It  would  seem  unreasonable  that  a  debtor  should  be  permitted  to 
withhold  from  his  creditors  an  extensive  manufacturing  estab- 
lishment because  he  might  choose  to  reside  with  his  family  in 
some  portion  of  it,  even  where  the  statute  fixes  no  limit  to  the 
value  of  the  homestead.  But  the  contrary  was  held  in  a  case  in 
bankruptcy  by  one  of  the  ablest  fudges  of  the  Federal  Circuit 
Courts.  The  Constitution  of  Kansas  provides  that  a  homestead 
to  the  extent  of  one  acre  (vnthout  any  limit  as  to  value),  within 
the  limits  of  an  incorporated  town  or  city,  occupied  as  a  residence 
by  the  family  of  the  owner,  together  with  all  the  improvements  on 
the  same,  shall  be  exempted  from  forced  sale  under  any  process 
of  law.*  The  bankrupt  was  the  owner  of  several  lots  in  the 
incorporated  town  of  Wyandotte,  all  within  one  inclosure,  and 
constituting  less  than  one  acre  of  ground.  Upon  these  lots  stood  a 
brewery,  which  was  likewise  owned  by  the  bankrupt,  and  occupied 
and  used  by  him  in  the  business  of  brewing  beer.  In  this 
brewery-building  the  family  of  the  bankrupt  occupied  several 

1  Herder  v.  Chace,  11  Allen,  194. 

*  Orr  t>.  Sliraft,  22  Mich.  260,  per  Graves,  J. 

*  Gen.  Stat  Kan.,  ed.  1868,  p.  69,  art  16,  {  9. 
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•rooms  as  a  residence.  It  was  held  that  the  whole  of  the  ground 
and  building  was  exempt,  and  should  be  set  apart  to  the  bank- 
rupt under  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Aot.^ 


ARTICLE  III. — Of  the  rural  Homestead. 

§  145.  Detached  Parcels  of  Liand.  —  Whether  a  tract  of  land 
detached  from  the  tract  on  which  the  dwelling-house  is  situated 
may  be  regarded  as  a  part  of  the  homestead,  if  used  by  the  owner 
of  the  home  place  in  connection  therewith,  is  a  question  about 
which  the  courts  are  not  agreed.  The  weight  of  authority  is  that 
detached  tracts  of  land,  although  used  and  cultivated  as  a  part  of 
the  home  farm,  form  no  part  of  the  statutory  homestead.  This 
conclusion  has  been  reached,  under  varying  facts  and  dissimilar 
statutes,  by  the  Supreme  CJourts  of  lowa,^  Minnesota,*  New 
Hampshire,*  Wisconsin,*  Illinois,'  Vermont,^  and  Massachusetts  ; ' 
but  the  contrary  conclusion  has  been  reached  in  North  Carolina,* 
in  Texas,^®  in  Missouri,^^  and,  in  ,cases  other  than  those  already 
cited,  in  New  Hampshire  "  and  Vermont."  These  cases  cannot  be 
understood  unless  they  are  stated  in  some  detail. 

§  146.  Separate  Tracts  used  as  a  Part  of  the  same  Home- 
stead.—  In  Iowa  the  homestead  <^  must  embrace  the  house  used 
as  a  home  by  the  owner  thereof,  and,  if  he  has  two  or  more 
houses  thus  used  at  different  times  and  places,  he  may  select 

1  lU  Tertelling,  2  Dill.  889.  The  learned  judge  intimated  a  doubt  whether  the 
Kansas  exemption  was  just  toward  the  creditor.  It  seems  to  us  that  it  is  clearly  unjust, 
and  incapable  of  vindication. 

>  Reynolds  v,  Hull,  86  Iowa,  894. 

*  Kresin  v.  Mau,  16  Minn.  116. 

*  Hoitt  V.  Webb,  86  N.  H.  168. 

'  Bunker  v.  Locke,  16  Wis.  686. 

*  Walters  v.  The  People,  18  HI.  194. 

»  True  V.  Morrill,  28  Vt.  672 ;  MUls  v.  Grant,  86  Vt  269. 

*  Adams  v,  Jenkins,  16  Gray,  146. 

*  Mayho  v.  Cotton,  69  N.  C.  289 ;  Martin  v.  Hughes,  67  N.  C.  29S. 
M  Williams  v.  Hall,  88  Texas,  212. 

"  Perkins  v.  Quigley,  62  Mo.  498. 
»  Buxton  r.  Dearborn,  46  N.  H.  48. 
"  West  River  Bank  v.  Gale,  42  Vt  27. 
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which  he  will  retain  as  his  homestead.  It  may  contain  one  or 
more  lots  or  tracts  of  land,  with  the  buildings  thereon  and  other 
appuilenanoes,  «  •  •  but  must  in  no  case  embrace  different 
lots  and  tracts,  unless  they  are  contiguous,  or  unless  they  are 
habitually  and  in  good  fsiith  used  as  a  part  of  the  same  home- 
stead." ^  Under  these  provisions  it  has  been  held  that  the  mere 
fact  that  a  person  used,  worked,  and  occupied  a  separate,  but  not 
contiguous,  tract  of  land  does  not,  of  itself,  establish  that  he 
used  it  as  a  part  of  his  homestead.  Thus,  where,  in  a  suit  for 
partition,  s  widow  claimed  a  homestead  in  a  lot  of  one 
and  one-quarter  acres,  on  which  was  situated  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  decedent,  and  also  thirty-nine'  acres  of  a  farm  of 
120  acres,  situated  about  three-quarters  of  a  mile  from 
the  dwelling-house ;  and  the  court  before  whom  the  cause  was 
tried  found  that  the  deceased  in  his  life-time,  and  his  widow 
since  his  decease,  had  used  and  occupied  the  one  and  one-quarter 
acres  on  which  the  dwelling-house  was  situated  ;  and  that  the 
deceased  during  his  life-time,  and  the  widow,  with  her  minor 
children,  since  his  decease,  had  used  and  worked  all  of  the  other 
tract — it  was  held  that  she  was  entitled  to  a  homestead  in  the 
one  and  one-quarter-acre  lot  only.'*  The  Missoun  statute  —  defin- 
ing the  homestead  as  a  **  dwelling-house  and  its  appurtenances, 
and  the  land  used  in  connection  therewith"  * — is  broadly  held  to 
embrace  parcels  of  land  which  are  not  contiguous,  provided  they 
are  used  in  connection  with  each  other.* 

§  147.  Tracts  << cornering"  on  each  other.  —  In  Minnesota 
a  rural  homestead  is  indefinitely  defined  as  '*  a  homestead  consist- 
ing of  any  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  eighty  acres,  and  the 
dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  to  be  selected  by 
the  owner  thereof,  and  not  included  in  any  incorporated  town, 

1  Rev.  Iowa  I860,  H  2282,  2283 ;  Code  1878,  {{  1994,  1995. 

'  The  extent  of  the  rural  homestead  allowed  by  the  Iowa  statute  was  forty  acres. 
Rev.  1860,  {  2284.  The  aggregate  of  the  two  tracts  claimed  by  the  widow,  in  this  case, 
was  forty  and  one-fourth  acres — probably  an  inaccuracy  in  the  reporter's  statement 

*  Reynolds  v.  Hull,  86  Iowa,  894. 

*  1  Wag.  Stat  697,  }  1. 

»  Perkins  «.  Quigley,  62  Mo.  498. 
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city,  or  village.*'^  In  Kresin  v.  Mau'  the  question  arose  with 
reference  to  one  of  two  tracts  which  "cornered'*  upon  each 
other,  according  to  the  following  diagram : 
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B 
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8 

2 

A 

8 

8 

The  tract  marked  A  was  owned  and  cultivated  by  the 
debtor,  but  there  had  never  been  any  building  upon  it;  his 
dwelling-house  was  situated  upon  the  tract  marked  B.  The  two 
tracts  together  did  not  exceed  eighty  acres  in  extent.  It  wss 
held  that  the  tract  marked  A  was  no  part  of  the  homestead. 

§  148.   AdjoininfiT  LiOts  —  Dwellings  leased  to  Tenant.  —  The 

New  Hampshire  statute  of  July  4,  1851,  exempting  from  forced 
sale  the  **  family  homestead,'*  provided  that  **  such  homestead 
shall  not  exceed  in  value  $500."  In  a  leading  case  in  that  state 
the  debtor  owned  two  lots  abutting  each  other  so  as  to  form  a 
tract  in  the  shape  of  a  letter  L.  These  lots  were  not  separated 
from  each  other  by  a  fence.  On  each  of  them  stood  a  house, 
the  last  house  being  occupied  by  the  debtor  as  his  residence. 
This  house  and  lot  were  worth  less  than  $500.  On  the  death  of 
the  debtor  it  was  set  off  to  the  widow  as  her  dower.  The  court 
held  that  the  vridow  had  no  homestead  right  in  the  other  house 
and  lot.  The  language  of  the  court  in  this  case  (by  Eastman,  J. ) 
is  believed  to  be  of  sufficient  importance  to  be  set  out  in  full.' 


1  1  Minn.  Stat,  at  Laige,  680,  {  16fi. 

«  16  Minn.  116. 

» Hoitt  V.  Webb,  86  N.  H.  168.  "  The  title  of  the  act  of  July  4,  1861,  to  which  we 
have  referred,  is  'An  act  to  exempt  the  hooiestead  of  families  from  attachment  and 
levy  or  sale  on  execution.'    And  the  first  section  provides  that  from  and  after  the 
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§  149.  Detached  Timber  Liand.  —  The  Wisconsin  statute  was 
similar  in  its  language  to  that  of  Minnesota,  except  that  the 
quantity  exempt  as  a  rural  homestead  consisted  of  forty,  instead 
of  eighty,  acres.  It  recited  that  «*  a  homestead  consisting  of  any 
quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  forty  acres,  used  for  agricultural 
purposes,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  its  appurtenances, 
to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof,  and  not  included  in  any 

firit  day  of  January,  1852,  the  'fiftmily  homestead  of  each  head  of  each  family  shall  he 
exempt,'  etc  It  is  the  *  homestead,'  the  ^family  homestead,'  that  is  exempt,  and  no 
other  real  estate  which  the  dehtor  may  own.  Throughout  the  several  sections  of  the 
act  the  exemption  is  spoken  of  as  applying  to  the  *  homestead,'  and  no  reference  is 
made  to  any  other  estate  as  protected  hy  the  act  What,  then,  is  the  homestead? 
'Stetfae,'  or  'sted,'  says  Lord  Coke,  *betokeneth  properly  a  bank  of  a  river,  and 
many  times  a  place.'  Co.  Lit  4,  6.  The  homestead,  according  to  that  definition, 
means  the  home  place,  the  place  where  the  house  is ;  and  such  is  its  legal  acceptation 
at  the  present  day.  It  is  the  home,  the  house  and  the  adjoining  land,  where  the  head 
of  the  family  dwells  —  the  home  farm.  It  does  not  extend  to  other  tenements,  lots, 
and  farms  that  are  not  occupied  personally  hy  the  owner  and  his  family ;  houses  in 
which  they  do  not  dwell,  and  farms  on  which  they  do  not  live.  And  the  term  does 
not  necessarily  imply  all  those  parcels  of  land  which  may  adjoin  and  he  occupied 
together;  for  the  homestead  is  the  place  of  the  house.  Richardson,  C.  J.,  in  Wood- 
man V.  Lane,  7  N.  H.  245.  Huch  less,  then,  can  it  apply  to  leased  property  occupied 
by  tenants,  where  the  owner  does  not  dwell.  The  demanded  premises  —  having  never 
been  occupied  by  the  defendants  or  by  the  mortgageor  as  a  homestead,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  liaving  been  leased  property  occupied  by  tenants ,  and  the  mortgageor  and 
Kachel  Webb  having  dwelt  and  had  their  home  in  another  house  and  upon  another 
lot — do  not,  we  think,  fall  within  the  spirit  or  intention  of  the  act  exempting  the  home- 
stead, and,  consequently,  the  defendants  have  no  right  in  the  premises.  The  fact  that 
the  house  and  lot  occupied  by  the  mortgageor  and  his  wife  was  not  of  the  value  of 
$500  does  not  change  the  aspect  of  the  question.  The  act  provides  that '  such  home- 
stead shall  not  exceed  in  value  $500.'  This  fixes  the  limit  beyond  which  the  amount 
exempted  shall  not  extend,  but  it  does  not  require  that  the  property  exempted  shall 
reach  that  sum,  nor  that  other  property  not  occupied  as  a  homestead  shall  be  taken 
to  make  it  up.  We  are  not  inclined  to  limit  or  restrict  the  operation  of  the  act,  but 
to  give  it  as  liberal  a  construction  as  the  Legislature  intended.  To  say,  however,  that 
the  exemption  shall  extend  to  property  not  falling  within  the  proper  and  legal  signifi- 
cation of  the  term  homestead,  and  which  has  never  been  occupied  as  such,  it  appears 
to  us,  would  be  carrying  the  construction  beyond  what  was  ever  designed.  If  a  person 
chooses  to  occupy  a  homestead  of  a  less  value  than  $500,  and  rent  his  other  real  estate, 
he  has  a  perfect  right  to  do  so,  but  the  other  property  cannot  be  exempted ;  the  statute 
does  not  confer  upon  him  in  this  respect  greater  privileges  than  those  which  he  has 
conferred  upon  himself,  and  the  law  will  not  declare  that  a  homestead  which  he  by 
his  own  acts  has  shown  not  to  be.  The  property,  then,  which  by  the  act  of  July  ^ 
1851,  is  exempted  from  attachment  and  levy,  and  which  is  not  lost  except  by  deed 
duly  executed  by  the  grantor  and  his  wife,  is  the  house  and  land  where  the  owners 
dwell  and  have  tiieir  home,  whatever  may  be  its  value,  provided  that  it  cannot  exceed 
$500;  and  other  estate,  not  so  occupied,  is  not  exempt" 
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town  plat,  or  city,  or  village,"  ^  should  be  exempt  from  forced 
sale  on  execution,  etc.  On  a  bill  in  equity  by  the  assignee  of  a 
mortgage,  to  restrain  the  mortgageor  from  cutting  timber  on  the 
moitgaged  premises,  and  thereby  impairing  the  value  of  his  se- 
curity, it  appeared  that  the  mortgageor  owned  and  had  his  resi- 
dence upon  a  piece  of  prairie  land,  consisting  of  twenty  acres ; 
that  the  mortgaged  premises  consisted  of  twenty  acres  of  timber 
land,  detached  from  the  prairie  land  and  about  a  mile  distant  from 
it.  The  mortgageor  claimed  that  this  timber  land  was  a  part  of 
his  homestead,  and  that,  since  his  wife  had  not  joined  in  the 
mortgage,  it  was  void.  The  court  held  that  the  timber  land  was 
no  pait  of  the  homestead,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
the  relief  demanded.^  "  It  will  be  at  once  seen,"  said  Cole,  J., 
in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  •*  that  it  is  the  land  used 
for  agricultural  purposes,  not  exceeding  forty  acres,  upon  which 
is  situated  the  dwelling-house,  residence,  or  abode  of  the  owner, 
and  where  such  owner  resides  with  his  family,  that  the  statute 
makes  the  homestead,  and  extends  to  it  its  peculiar  privileges 
and  rights.  It  is  the  prescribed  quantity  of  land,  or  less,  where 
is  situated  the  dwelling-house  used  as  a  home.  The  chief  char- 
acteristic or  attribute  of  the  homestead,  therefore,  is — what,  in- 
deed, the  word  itself  implies  —  that  it  is  the  land  where  is  sit- 
uated the  dwelling  of  the  owner  and  family.  We  do  not  ordi- 
narily give  the  name  or  attach  the  idea  of  a  homstead  to  several 
distinct  and  separate  tracts  of  land,  although  the  dwelling-house 
may  be  upon  one  of  them,  and  they  may  be  owned  and  cultivated 
by  the  same  person.  We  do  not  speak  of  the  homestead  in  this 
sense.  We  rather  mean  the  land  upon  which  the  dwelling-house 
is  situated  and  the  adjoining  premises,  in  a  reasonably  compact 
form.  Two  or  more  adjoining  lots  may  be  used  and  occupied 
as  the  homestead,  but  the  statute  clearly  contemplated  they 
would  form  one  body,  and  be  as  compact  as  possible.  It  was  not 
intended  that  the  homestead  might  include  disconnected  titicts 
which  are  not  contiguous  and  adjoining,  but  l3^ug  miles  from 
each  other.  If  this  were  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  there  would 
be  an  obvious  impropriety  in  speaking  of  the  homestead  as  con- 

1  2  Rev.  Stat  Wis.,  ch.  184,  J  28 ;  2  Taylor's  Stat  Wis.  1648,  {  28. 
«  Bunker  v.  Locke,  16  Wis.  688. 
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sisting  of  any  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  forty  acres,  and 
the  dwelling-house  thereon.  That  is,  the  particular  tract  of  land 
becomes  and  is  the  homestead  because  it  is  occupied  by  the 
dwelling-house  or  actual  residence  of  the  owner.  It  may  fre- 
quently happen  that  the  land  which  constitutes  the  homestead 
may  be  divided  into  separate  lots  by  a  .stream  of  water,  a 
highway,  or  railroad  track ;  yet  the  intention  of  the  law  is  that 
it  should  form  one  body,  as  compact  as  possible,  subject  to  sucli 
easements.  It  was  not  intended  to  exempt  twenty  acres  where 
the  house  was,  and  ten  acres  of  woodland  or  ten  acres  of  pine 
land  situate  at  a  distance,  entirely  disconnected,  merely  because 
the  latter  tracts  might  be  convenient  for  obtaining  such  essential 
articles  as  lumber  for  fencing  or  wood  for  fuel.  If  a  doubt  could 
arise  under  the  twenty-third  section  as  to  whether  the  homestead 
should  not  comprise  contiguous  tracts  as  nearly  compact  as  pos- 
sible, this  doubt  is  removed  by  the  language  of  the  twenty-sixth 
section.  This  latter  section  provides  that,  when  the  plaintiff  in 
execution  is  dissatisfied  with  the  quantity  of  land  selected  by  the 
debtor,  the  officer  making  the  levy  is  to  cause  the  same  to  be 
surveyed,  beginning  at  a  point  to  be  designated  by  the  owner, 
and  set  off  in  a  compact  form  the  land,  including  the  dwelling- 
house  and  its  appurtenances,  to  the  amount  of  forty  acres. 
*  *  *  The  circumstance  that  the  prairie  land  or  homestead  is 
less  valuable  for  agiicultural  purposes  without  the  timber  than 
with  it  cannot  affect  the  question.  If  the  woodland  is  a  part  of 
the  homestead,  it  is  exempt,  or,  rather,  the  mortgage  upon  it  is 
void,  whether  the  timber  might  be  useful  for  wood,  fencing,  or 
other  farming  purposes,  or  whether  it  would  not.  This  circum- 
stance is  quite  immaterial  in  determining  the  question  whether  it 
is  a  part  of  the  homestead.'"  * 

§  150.  Continaed  —  How  in  Illinois.  —  In  Illinois  a  similar 
conclusion  has  been  reached,  but  under  an  act  limiting  the  home- 
stead exemption  to  **the  lot  of  ground  and  the  buildings  thereon 
occupied  as  a  residence  and  owned  by  the  debtor,  being  a  house- 
holder  and   having  a   family,  to  the  value  of  one   thousand 

I  Bunker  v.  Locke,  15  Wis.  685,  opinion  by  Cole,  J* 
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dollars."^  It  will  be  noted  that  there  is  a  marked  diflference 
between  this  and  the  Wisconsin  statute  above  quoted.  This 
statute  describes  the  homestead  as  *<  a  lot  of  ground,"  and  that 
reads,  *«  any  quantity  of  land."  In  the  case  in  Illinois  a  widow 
claimed,  as  against  her  husband's  creditors,  a  homestead  in  a 
tract  of  seventy-two  and  one-half  acres,  occupied  as  a  residence 
at  the  time  of  the  husband's  death,  and  in  another  tract  of 
seventy-two  acres  of  timber  land  lying  about  a  mile  distant, 
which  was  used  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  homestead  with 
wood,  timber,  etc.  It  was  held  that  the  timber  tract  was  no  part 
of  the  homestead.* 

§  151.  Continued  —  How  in  Termont. — In  Vermont,  under 
a  statute  which  defined  a  homestead  as  consisting  of  **  a  dwelling- 
house,  out-buildings,  and  lands  appurtenant  occupied  as  a  home- 

>  Acts  1851,  p.  26,  i  h 

'  Walters  v.  The  People,  18  Dl.  IM.  "There  is  no  provision  in  this  act,"  said 
Scates,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  "to  make  up  the  value  of  the  home- 
stead to  one  thousand  dollars,  by  other  property,  when  it  &lls  short  in  value.  Under 
the  act  in  relation  to  judgments  and  executions  (Rev.  Stat  1845,  p.  806,  2  83)  certain 
values  are  exempted,  and  the  debtor  may  select  property  to  the  value  of  sixty  dollars, 
and  it  may  be  for  the  fuel  and  provisions  for  the  family  for  three  months,  and  for  the 
stock.  But  this  Homestead  Act  contains  no  provision  to  make  up  a  deficiency  in  the 
value  of  the  homestead  below  one  thousand  dollars,  nor  is  there  any  intimation  of 
such  an  intention  in  any  provision  of  the  act  The  contrary  is  strongly  inferable 
from  the  act ;  for  the  exemption  is  '  to  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars '  in  the  lot  of 
ground  and  the  buildings  thereon  *  occupied  as  a  residence.'  In  the  event  of  the 
lot  and  buildings  exceeding  that  value,  provision  is  made  to  divide  the  premises,  if 
divisible,  leaving  the  dwelling  and  so  much  of  the  lot  as  together  are  worth  one 
thousand  dollars ;  but^  if  indivisible,  then  for  the  sale  of  the  whole  and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  one  thousand  dollars  to  the  debtor,  which  is  exempted  from  levy  and  sale  for 
one  year.  Acts  1851,  p.  26,  {{  8,  4,  5.  The  protection  for  one  year  may  enable 
the  debtor  to  reinvest  the  amount  in  another  homestead.  Two  or  more  adjoining  lots 
might  be  occupied  and  used  as  one  lot  for  a  homestead,  and  might  be  so  essentially  so 
as  to  be  indivisible.  I  am  not  able,  however,  to  construe  the  act  as  including  distinct 
and  separate  lots  or  tracts,  not  adjoining  or  contiguous,  not  even  for  securing  so 
essential  an  article  as  fuel.i  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the  timber  tract  in  this 
case  cannot  be  claimed  as  exempted  as  a  part  of  'the  lot  of  ground'  upon  which  the 
dwellings  and  homestead  exist  *  *  *  I  conceive  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  in 
confining  the  exemption  to  'the  lot  of  ground'  containing  the  dwellings  and  residence, 
designedly  narrowed  the  protection  to  less  than  would  be  included  in  the  more  com- 
prehensive terms  of  the  'homestead'  as  known  under  the  Dower  Act,  and  in  general 
parlance." 
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Btead,"  by  a  housekeeper  or  the  head  of  a  family,*  to  the  value 
of  $500,  it  appeared  a  person  had  sold  his  home  place  before  his 
death,  and  waa  boarding,  with  his  wife,  at  a  neighbor's.  His 
only  remaining  real  estate  consisted  of  one  piece  of  ten  or 
twelve  acres,  on  which  was  a  good  bam  and  an  old  house  occu- 
pied by  a  tenant,  and  on  which  the  deceased  had  never  resided, 
but  upon  which  he  had  contemplated  building  a  house  for  his 
own  occupancy ;  a  piece  containing  about  twenty  acres  of  wood 
and  timber  land,  about  fifty  rods  from  the  first-mentioned 
piece,  which  he  had  occupied  by  taking  timber  and  firewood 
from  it  for  his  own  use ;  another  piece  of  about  two  acres  of 
woodland,  about  a  mile  from  the  first;  still  another  piece  of 
two  or  three  acres,  about  100  yards  from  the  first,  on  which 
there  was  a  shop  in  which  he  had  stored  some  of  his  household 
furniture,  and  in  which  he  kept  a  few  tools,  and  occasionally  did 
some  work ;  and  also  a  pew  in  a  church,  which  was  occupied  by  him 
and  his  family.  It  was  held  that  none  of  these  pieces  of  land  con- 
stituted anj'  part  of  the  homestead  of  deceased.*  The  court  said 
that  it  would  be  an  abuse  of  language  to  call  the  detached  wood- 
land his  homestead;  but  the  case  turned  rather  on  the  fact  that 
the  home  place  had  been  sold,  and  that  the  deceased  and  his  wife 
had  boarded  in  another  family  for  some  time  previous  to  his  death, 
and,  hence,  that  there  was  no  occupancy  within  the  meaning  of  the 
homestead  law. 

§  152.  Continued.  —  In  a  subsequent  case  a  person  died 
seized  of  two  distinct  parcels  of  land,  one  of  which  was  fifty  rods 
from  the  other.  A  parcel  of  land  owned  by  another  person  was 
between  them.  One  of  these  parcels,  upon  which  was  a  dwelling- 
house,  out-buildings,  and  a  garden,  contained  about  one  and 
three-fourths  acres,  and  the  other  about  twenty  and  one-fourth 
acres.  At  the  time  of  his  death  the  deceased  occupied  the  smaller 
parcel  for  the  purposes  of  a  dwelling-house  and  house-lot,  and 
occupied  the  other  parcel  as  tillage  and  woodland.  In  setting 
apart  this  homestead  to  the  widow  it  was  held,  for  the  reasons 
stated  in  the  note,  without  reference  to  the  value  of  the  property, 

»  Comp.  Stat.  Vt  1850,  ch.  65;  {  1. 

«  True  V,  MorriU,  28  Vt.  672,  opinion  by  Bennett,  J. 
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that  the  homestead  privilege  embraced  only  the  parcel  of  ground 
on  which  the  dwelling-house  stood ,  and  did  not  extend  to  the 
detached  parcel.^ 

§  153.    Contrary  Tiews  —  Separate   and   distant   Tracts. — 

The  Constitution  of  North  Carolina  provides  that  **  every  home- 
stead, and  the  dwelling  and  buildings  used  therewith,  not  ex- 
ceeding in  value  one  thousand  dollars,  to  be  selected  by  the 
owner  thereof,  or,  in  lieu  thereof,  at  the  option  of  the  owner, 
any  lot  in  a  city,  town,  or  village,  with  the  dwelling  and  build- 
ings used  thereon,  owned  and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  this 
state,  and  not  exceeding  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars,  shall 
be  exempt  from  sale  under  execution,  or  other  final  process, 

>  Milk  V.  Grant,  86  Vt  269.  "The  word  *  lands;**  said  Kellogg,  J.,  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  "in  our  statute,  being  in  the  pluraU  would  seem  to  contem- 
plate that  more  than  one  parcel  of  land  might  be  included  within  the  homestead  ex- 
emption, but  this  construction  would  be  satisfied  by  including  within  the  exemption  a 
single  compact  body  of  land  made  up  of  two  or  more  subdivisions,  lots,  or  inclosurea 
which  were  contiguous.  We  must  resort  to  the  general  purposes  of  the  statute  for  aid 
in  its  construction.  The  object  of  the  exemption  is  to  create  a  chaige  upon  specific 
premises,  consisting  of  a  house  and  land,  for  the  support  and  maintenance  of  the  wifia 
and  family  of  the  housekeeper,  not  subject  to  be  defeated  by  his  separate  conveyance, 
or  by  attachment,  or  levy  of  execution  for  his  debts.  Although  during  his  life  it  is 
an  imperfect  estate  or  interest,  it  is,  nevertheless,  so  far  as  it  operates  as  a  restraint 
upon  the  alienation  of  the  premises,  such  an  incumbrance  upon  the  title  as  creditors 
and  purchasers  would  be  bound  to  notice.  Kthe  land  attached  to  the  house  is  in  one 
compact  body,  the  incumbrance  would  apply  to  the  whole  of  it  until  the  homestead 
was  ascertained  and  set  out  in  the  mode  provided  by  the  statute.  When  the  real 
estate  of  the  housekeeper  is  levied  upon  by  virtue  of  an  execution,  the  homestead  is, 
on  his  election,  to  be  ascertained  and  set  out,  and  the  remainder  only  is  to  be  set  off 
on  the  execution ;  and,  when  the  debtor  claims  that  his  personal  estate,  or  any  part  of 
it,  under  attachment,  is  the  product  of  his  homestead,  it  may  be  ascertained  and  set  out 
to  him  by  appraisers,  and  held  free  from  the  attachment  Oomp.  Stat  390,  {  2 ;  p.  891« 
2  3.  These  provisions,  as  we  think,  indicate  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  confine 
the  exemption  to  land  which  was  in  a  single  body,  even  though  composed  of  separate 
parcels,  and  not  to  extend  it  so  as  to  include  parcels  which  were  distinct  and  separate, 
and  not  adjoining  or  contiguous  to  the  house-lot  Upon  any  other  construction  it  is 
apparent  that,  when  a  housekeeper  was  the  owner  of  several  distinct  and  separate  pai^ 
eels  of  real  estate,  neither  a  creditor  nor  a  purchaser  would  have  any  means  of  deter- 
mining, either  from  the  records  or  by  the  actual  occupancy,  whether  any  specific 
parcel,  except  that  upon  which  the  house  occupied  by  the  owner  as  a  dwelling-place 
was  situated,  was  subject  to,  or  free  ftom,  the  exemption." 

In  addition  to  the  preceding  case,  the  case  of  Howe  v.  Adams,  28  Yt  541,  is  thought 
to  contain  language  supporting  the  view  that  the  homestead  tract  must  consist  of  a 
single  and  connected  parcel  of  land. 
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obtained  on  any  debt."  ^  It  has  been  said,  argi^ndo<,  that  this 
provision  did  not  restrict  the  homestead  to  the  dwelling  which 
the  debtor  inhabited,  and  contiguous  lands ;  since  the  clear  in- 
tention was  to  exempt  a  certain  valuey  and  it  could  make  no 
difference  to  the  creditor  whether  the  allotment  was  in  one  place 
or  another,  if  the  exemption  was  not  increased.  At  least  the 
setting  off  of  a  homestead  in  a  tract  of  land  distant  from  the 
place  occupied  as  a  home  was  not  void  as  to  the  debtor ;  and 
such  allotment,  together  with  representations  made  by  the  debtor 
at  a  sheriff's  sale  of  his  home  place  that  he  '*  claimed  nothing" 
in  that  home  place,  would  estop  him  from  afterwards  setting  up 
a  claim  to  the  same.^  Subsequently  to  the  time  the  rights  of 
the  parties  accrued  in  the  above  case,  the  Legislature  of  North 
Carolina  passed  an  act  providing  that  ^'  different  tracts  or  parcels 
of  land  not  contiguous  may  be  included  in  the  same  homestead, 
when  a  homestead  of  contiguous  land  is  not  of  the  value  of  one 
thousand  dollars."  •  It  was  held  that  the  Legislature  had  power 
to  change  exemption  in  this  respect  —  the  value  of  the  exemption 
not  being  increased,  no  injury  was  done  to  the  creditor.* 

In  Texas,  under  a  constitutional  provision  elsewhere  quoted,* 
it  is  held  that  the  200  acres  of  land  exempt  as  the  rural  home- 
stead need  not  lie  in  one  body ;  and,  hence,  the  widow  of  a 
planter  who  owned,  occupied,  and  cultivated  a  plantation  con- 
taining about  200  acres,  but  who,  a  short  time  before  his 
death,  had  purchased  a  tract  of  fifteen  acres  about  half  a  mile 

1  Const  N.  C.  1868,  art  10,  J  2. 

*  Mayho  v.  Cotton,  69  N.  C.  289,  298,  294;  compare  HoUiman  v.  Smith,  89  Texas, 
867. 

s  Act  1868>9,  ch.  187,  {  16 ;  Battle's  Bev.  469,  {  16. 

*  Martin  v.  Hughes,  67  N.  C.  298.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  deliyered  by  Bod- 
man,  J.,  a  course  of  reasoning  similar  to  that  of  Mayho  v.  Cotton,  supra,  was  pursued. 
The  learned  judge  intimated  that  if  the  act  of  1868-9  (ch.  187,  2  16),  which  provided 
that  a  homestead  might  be  laid  off  in  different  tracts  not  contiguous  to  each  other  (see 
the  section  quoted  in  the  text),  was  intended  as  a  legislative  construction  of  the  con- 
stitutional provision  above  quoted,  it  was  by  no  means  a  forced  construction  of  it 
"The  value,"  said  he,  "still  cannot  exceed  $1,000;  and  if  it  be  admitted,  as  upon 
i^uthority  it  must  be,  that  the  creditor  is  not  injured  by  an  exemption  in  contiguous 
tracts,  what  reason  can  there  be  for  holding  that  he  is  injured  by  allowing  one  to  no 
greater  value  in  tracts  not  contiguous?  The  policy  of  the  law  can  hardly  be  made  to 
depend  on  the  debtor's  owning  to  the  value  of  $1,000  in  a  single  tract,  or  in  several 
detached  ones ;  and,  certainly,  the  injury  to  the  creditor  must  be  by  the  value  exempted 
and  not  by  the  land  being  aggregate  or  detached." 

*  Supra,  2  126. 
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from  the  plantation,  built  a  house  thereon  and  moved  into  it,  was 
entitled  to  claim  as  her  homestead  the  house  and  fifteen-acre 
tract,  and  also  a  sufficient  quantity  of  the  plantation,  or  the 
avails  thereof,  to  make  up  the  statutory  complement.^ 

§  154.  Detached  Meadow  and  Pasture  Liand.  —  In  a  case  in 
New  Hampshire  the  debtor  owned,  and  lived  with  his  family  in  a 
dwelling-house  in  such  a  way  that  he  had  a  homestead  there. 
He  kept  a  cow  at  the  house.  About  a  mile  distant  from  his 
house,  and  separated  by  intervening  farms  belonging  to  other 
persons,  he  owned  a  small  tract  of  land,  on  which  he  cut  hay  for 
the  cow.  There  were  no  buildings  upon  this  land  ;  it  was  never 
rented  out,  and  was  not  used  for  any  other  purpose.  The  hay 
cut  upon  it  was  not  more  than  enough  to  support  the  cow.  This 
tract,  together  with  the  dwelling-house  and  ground  on  which  it 
was  built,  did  not  exceed  the  statutory  limit  of  value.  It  was 
held  that  the  detached  meadow  land  was  exempt  as  a  part  of  the 
homestead.^  But  in  Massachusetts  it  has  been  held  that  a  tract 
of  land  two  miles  and  a-half  from  the  debtor's  homestead  farm, 
used  by  him,  in  connection  with  that  farm,  for  pasturing  cattle  for 
himself  and  others,  was  not  **  used  and  occupied  "  as  a  part  of  his 
homestead.' 

§  155.  Blacksnoiith's  Shop  and  Water  Privilegre,  —  In  Ver- 
mont, where  the  premises  claimed  as  exempt  consisted  of  a 
small  parcel  of  land  intersected  by  a  highway,  with  a  house  and 

^  Williams  v.  Hall,  88  Texas,  212.  The  court  said  that  the  reasons  given  in  Han- 
cock V.  Morgan,  17  Texas,  5S8,  and  Prior  v.  Stone,  19  Texas,  871,  applied  with  equal, 
if  not  greater,  force  to  the  case  of  rural  homesteads. 

*  Buxton  V,  Dearborn,  46  N.  H.  48.  Perley,  0.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  said :  "It  is  '  the  family  homestead  of  each  head  of  a  family '  whicli  the  statute 
exempts  from  levy  and  attachment  The  term  'homestead'  is  used  in  the  statute 
without  further  qualification ;  and  the  statute  should  have  a  liberal  interpretation  to 
accomplish  the  object  of  the  law,  which  was  to  leave,  for  the  upholding  and  support 
of  the  debtor's  family,  a  property  where  they  lived,  not  exceeding  $600  in  value,  that 
should  be  exempt  from  levy  and  attachment  for  his  debts.  If  a  piece  of  land  was 
actually  and  conveniently  used  with  the  house  where  a  debtor  lives,  and  was  necessary, 
to  the  convenient  enjoyment  of  the  house  as  a  home  for  his  family,  the  land  might 
well  be  considered  as  a  mere  appurtenant  to  the  house ;  and  it  would  be  a  narrow 
construction,  tending  to  defeat  the  humane  object  of  the  statute,  to  hold  that  it  could 
not  be  regarded  as  parcel  of  the  homestead  because  it  did  not  happen  to  adjoin  the 
land  on  which  the  house  stood." 

*  Adams  v.  Jenkins,  16  Gray,  146. 
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bam  upon  it  on  one  side  of  the  highway,  and  a  smith's  shop  and 
water  privilege  on  the  other  side  of  the  highway  —  the  whole 
being  of  less  value  than  the  sum  limited  in  the  statute  —  it  was 
held  that  the  smith's  shop  and  water  privilege  did  not  render  the 
land  of  which  they  were  part  liable  to  execution,  although  the 
smith's  shop  was  not  used  as  such  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  and 
although  it  did  not  appear  that  the  water  privilege  had  ever  been 
applied  to  the  uses  of  the  debtor.^ 

§  156.  Creorgia  Act  exempting  agriicultaral  Land  —  Mill- 
site. —  A  statute  of  Georgia  passed  in  1841,  called  **  the  poor 
man's  law,"  provided  that  there  should  be  exempt  from  execution 
in  the  hands  of  every  white  citizen,  male  or  female,  being  the 
head  of  a  family,  twenty  acres  of  land,  and  the  additional  sum 
of  five  acres  for  each  of  his  or  her  children  under  the  age  of  fif- 
teen ;  *'  provided  that  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  be  not  the 
site  of  any  city,  town,  or  village,  or  of  any  cotton  or  wool-fac- 
tory, saw  or  grist-mill,  or  of  any  other  machinery  propelled  by 
water  or  steam."  Another  section  declared  that  **  no  land  shall 
be  exempted  from  levy  and  sale  under  the  provisions  of  this  act 
which  derives  its  chief  value  from  other  cause  than  its  adaptation 
to  agricultural  purposes."  *  This  statute  was  applied  in  an  action 
of  ejectment  against  a  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale,  by  whom  the 
homestead  claimant,  the  plaintiff,  had  been  dispossessed.  There 
was  a  mill  upon  the  property,  but  the  judge  who  tried  the  case 
told  the  jury  that  '*  the  mill-site  which  was  intended  by  the  Legis- 
lature to  prevent  the  exemption  was  not  a  little  tub-mill  on  a 
little  insignificant  branch  up  here  in  the  mountains."  The  true 
question  was  whether  the  land  derived  its  chief  value  from  the 
mill-site  or  from  its  adaptation  to  agricultural  purposes  ;  **  and, 
if  the  jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  mill,  land,  improve- 
ments, and  all,  was  not  worth  more  than  one  hundred  dollars, 
they  should  not  be  prevented,  by  such  a  mill-site  being  on  it,  from 

»  West  River  Baak  ©.  G^ale,  42  Vt  27.  "  The  Legislature  probably  did  not  intend," 
said IMerpont,  C.  J.,  ''to  restrict  the  use  of  the  homestead  to  the  ordinary  domestic 
purposes  of  housekeeping,  but  to  give  a  man  a  place  exempt  from  attachment,  not 
exceeding  $500  in  value,  with  the  privilege  of  occupying  and  using  it  as  a  homestead, 
in  such  manner  as  he  shall  think  best  calculated  to  enable  him  to  support  his  family." 

s  CobVs  Dig.  880. 
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finding  for  the  plaintiff."  But  the  Supreme  Court  thought  other- 
wise, because,  such  property  being  expressly  excepted  from  the 
exempting  effect  of  the  statute,  the  provision  last  quoted  could  not 
bring  it  within  such  exempting  effect,  even  though  it  did  not 
derive  its  chief  value  from  the  mill,  but  from  its  adaptation  to 
agricultural  purposes ;  for  such  an  implication  was  not  a  necessary 
one,  and  the  expressed  will  of  the  Legislature  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  abrogated  but  by  a  necessary  implication.^ 

A  subsequent  case,*  however,  settled  the  construction  of  these 
statutes  in  accordance  vnih  common  sense,  by  holding  that  it  was 
only  in  cases  in  which  the  head  of  a  family  owned  a  greater  quantity 
of  land  than  that  exempted  by  the  statute  that  any  was  required 

1  Grow  V.  Whitworth,  20  Ga.  88.  By  the  2d  tection  of  the  above  act  the  land 
thus  exempted  must  be  laid  off  by  the  county  surveyor,  and  must  embrace  the  dweU- 
ing-house  and  improvements,  provided  these  did  not  exceed  in  value  $200,  to  be 
ascertained  and  certified  by  three  valuing  agents,  etc  By  the  act  of  1848  (Cobb's 
Dig.  890),  fifty  acres  were  exempt,  except  for  purchase-money;  and,  by  the  act  of 
1845  (Cobb's  Dig.  891),  the  benefits  of  the  foregoing  acts  were  extended  to  the  citizens 
of  any  city,  town,  or  village  in  the  state,  and  to  include  real  property  in  such  places 
not  exceeding  in  value  $200.  In  a  decision  which  appears  contradictory  and  unin- 
telligible (Rogers  v.  Hawkins,  20  Ga.  200)  it  was  held  that  none  of  these  statutes 
applied  to  a  case  where  the  land  claimed  as  exempt  consisted  of  not  more  than  nine 
or  ten  acres.  The  court  thought  that  both  the  act  of  1841  and  that  of  1848  applied 
only  to  cases  where  the  whole  tract  consisted  of  more  than  fifty  acres ;  because  in 
such  case  only  was  it  necessary  for  the  county  surveyor  to  lay  off  and  admeasure  the 
fifty  acres.  But  the  court,  in  the  next  paragraph,  argued  against  itself  in  the  following 
language :  "  Could  the  sheriff  levy  at  all  upon  a  tract  of  less  than  fifty  acres  belong- 
ing to  an  insolvent  debtor?  Whether  he  could  or  could  not,  we  think  it  dear  that  the 
offer  made  by  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  land  and  improvements  were  not  worth 
more  than  two  hundred  dollars  was  all  that  the  creditor  could  claim.  Suppose  the 
valuation  exceeded  that  sum — would  not  the  creditor  get  the  excess  just  as  though  the 
property  was  located  in  a  town?  If  it  was  not  worth  that  amount,  could  it  be  sold, 
and  ought  it  to  be  sold,  under  any  just  construction  of  these  statutes?  "  With  this 
language  the  opinion  ends,  without  informing  us  how  the  case  was  decided ;  but,  fh>m 
the  fact  that  the  court  in  the  former  part  of  the  opinion  held  that  the  case  was  not 
within  any  of  the  statutes,  we  infer  that  it  must  have  been  decided  against  the  claimant 
of  the  exemption.  K  so,  it  is  not  the  only  instance  where  a  bench  of  judges  have 
gravely  denied  the  axiom  that  the  whole  includes  all  of  its  parts.  In  Brown  v.  The  State, 
48  Ind.  38,  it  was  held  that  proof  of  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  to  two  persons  wiU 
not  sustain  an  indictment  for  selling  it  to  one  of  them.  There  is,  moreover,  eminent 
authority  for  the  decision  of  the  Georgia  court ;  for  is  it  not  written  in  a  book  which 
stands  above  all  human  codes :  "  For  whosoever  hath,  to  him  shall  be  given,  and  he 
shall  have  more  abundance ;  but  whosoever  hath  not,  firom  him  shall  be  taken  away, 
even  that  he  hath." 

«  Pinkerton  v.  Tumlin,  22  Ga.  166. 
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to  be  laid  off  by  the  surveyor,  with  notice  to  the  sheriff,  and  that, 
in  cases  where  the  quantity  was  less,  the  whole  is  exempt,  and 
the  sheriff  could  sell  none  of  it.^ 

§  157.    Homestead  not  limited  to  Portion  in  Onltivation. — 

There  is  said  to  be  nothing  in  the  Illinois  statute  (which  defines 
the  homestead  as  *^  the  lot  of  ground  and  the  buildings  thereon 
occupied  as  a  residence  and  owned  by  the  debtor")  to  counte- 
nance a  restriction  of  the  homestead  right  to  that  portion  of  the 
lot  of  ground  upon  which  the  house  stands,  which  is  in  cultiva- 
tion, or  which  may  be  occupied  in  connection  with  the  dwelling- 
house.  The  debtor  may  claim  the  whole  lot,  if  within  the  limited 
value,  upon  which  his  dwelling-house  is  situated,  although  his 
other  improvements  may  be,  in  whole  or  in  part,  upon  another 
lot.  A  quarter  of  a  quarter-section  of  land  is  a  legal  subdivision, 
and,  as  such,  is  a  <Mot"  of  land  within  the  meaning  of  this 
statute ;  and  a  debtor  whose  dwelling  stood  on  such  a  subdivision 
of  land  could  hold  all  as  his  homestead,  although  he  cultivated 
but  five  acres  of  it.' 


ABTICLB  lY. — Of  mixed  bttbal  and  urban  Homesteads. 

§  160.    General   Views  —  Tests  —  Extending    Town    Liimits 

OTer  Country  Homesteads.  —  The  power  of  state  Legislatures, 
under  constitutional  provisions  guaranteeing  the  homestead  ex- 
emption, to  cut  down  a  homestead  which  has  been  established  in 
the  country  to  the  dimensions  of  a  town  homestead,  by  extending 
over  it  the  limits  of  an  incorporated  town,  has  been  discussed 
elsewhere.'  Under  statutes  providing  that  the  homestead  shall 
not  be  alienated  without  consent  of  the  wife  it  has  been  doubted 
whether  the  husband  can,  without  her  consent  expressed  in  some 
formal  manner,  by  subdividing  his  farm  homestead  into  town  lots 
and  blocks,  change  its  character  from  a  country  to  a  town  home- 
stead.*   The  character  of  the  town  homestead  is  so  distinct  from 

^  This  statute  is  obsolete  in  Georgia,  baving  been  substituted  by  one  more  beneficial 
to  the  debtor,  and  which  receives  from  the  present  courts  of  that  state  a  very  liberal 
construction. 

«  Aldrich  V,  Thurston,  71  DL  824. 

•  Ante,  i  18, 14. 

*  Bassett  v.  Messner,  80  Texa£,  604. 
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that  of  the  country  homestead,  under  the  Constitutions  and  laws 
of  most  of  the  states,  that  it  is  quite  obvious  that  there  can  be 
no  blending  of  them  except  under  extraordinary  circumstances.^ 
This,  however,  has  been  done  in  a  few  cases.  In  Illinois  a  hus- 
band had  sold,  without  his  wife  relinquishing  homestead,  a  farm 
of  eighty  acres,  which  adjoined  several  village  lots,  on  which 
stood  his  residence,  the  lots  and  the  farm  being  under  one 
inclosure.  It  was  held  competent  for  him  to  show  that  the  tract 
of  land  adjoined  his  dwelling-house,  and  was  claimed  by  him  as 
his  homestead ;  but  the  point  was  not  discussed,  and  there  was 
another  ground  on  which  the  case  was  reversed.'  In  Texas  the 
corporate  limits  of  a  town  were  extended  so  as  to  embrace  a 
small  fi^ction  of  a  debtor's  previously-acquired  farm  homestead, 
upon  which  stood  his  dwelling  and  buildings.  This  fractional 
tract  had  never  been  laid  off  into  lots  and  blocks,  and  there  was 
no  street  passing  through.  It  was  held  a  part  of  the  debtor's 
country  homestead.'  But,  even  if  the  town  authorities  had, 
without  the  consent  of  the  debtor  (and,  possibly,  without  the 
consent  of  his  wife  also),  chosen  to  subdivide  it  into  lots  and 
blocks,  this  would  not  have  changed  its  previous  character  of  a 
country  homestead ;  for  what  the  Legislature  (in  Texas)  cannot 
do  a  municipal  corporation  cannot.^ 

§  161.  Continued.  —  If  the  statute  furnishes  no  test  by  which 
to  determine  when  an  assemblage  of  habitations  is  to  be  regarded 
as  a  town,  so  as  to  limit  homesteads  therein  to  the  character  and 
value  of  town  homesteads,  the  court  will  look  to  the  character  of 
the  settlement,  and  to  the  uses  to  which  the  particular  property 
is  applied.  If  the  settlement  has  a  distinctive  name,  such  as  is 
usual  with  towns  or  villages,  and  if  the  premises  claimed  as  a 
homestead  are  applied  to  uses  such  as  are  more  usual  in  towns 
and  villages  than  in  the  country,  then,  in  the  absence  of  counter- 
vailing testimony,  they  will  be  treated  as  a  town  homestead.* 
The  words  **  town  or  city  lot  or  lots,"  as  used  in  the  Texas  Con- 
stitution, are  construed  in  their  popular  sense,  and  do  not  embrace 

1  Ucen  V.  Olenick,  42  Texas,  197. 
«  Thornton  v.  Boyden,  81  Ul.  200. 

*  Taylor  v.  Boulware,  17  Texas,  74. 

*  Bassett  v,  Messner,  80  Texas,  604. 

*  Iken  V,  Olenick,  42  Texas,  197. 
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land  within  the  jurisdictional  limits  of  a  town  corporation,  not 
connected  with  the  city  limits.^  They  are  not  construed  to  embrace 
•*  farm  lots  "  purchased  from  a  town  or  city,  and  used  for  fann- 
ing purposes,  when  lying  beyond  the  limits  of  the  plat  of  the 
town  or  city  proper,  although  within  the  jurisdictional  limits. 
In  such  case,  if  the  debtor's  residence  is  within  the  city  proper, 
this  will  be  deemed  his  homestead,  and  the  '^farm  lots"  will 
constitute  no  part  ol  it.*  Under  the  Iowa  Code  of  1851  the 
town  homestead  was  distinguished  from  that  in  the  country  by 
the  circumstances  of  its  being  '*  within  a  town  plat.^^*  Accord- 
ingly, when  the  limits  of  an  incorporated  town  are  extended  over 
a  countiy  homestead,  it  is  not  thereby  changed  to  a  town  home- 
stead, unless  the  owner  chooses  to  *^plat"  it,  in  the  manner 
provided  by  statute,  as  a  pai-t  of  the  town.*  *«The  homestead 
right  haying  once  legally  attached,"  say  the  court,  **it  cannot 
be  taken  away  without  the  consent  of  the  owner.  The  owner 
has  a  right  to  plat  his  homestead  and  divide  it  into  lots  for  town 
or  city  purposes ;  and,  when  so  phitted,  and  the  plats  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded,  he  cannot  claim  the  homestead  in  acres  ;  but 
an  incorporated  city  or  legislature  cannot  compel  him  to  so  sub- 
divide his  property.  The  value  of  the  homestead  cannot  change 
the  right  of  the  owner  to  its  exemption.  The  law  confers  this 
bounty  upon  both  the  rich  and  poor.  The  creditor  gives  credit 
with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  law,  and,  if  the  whole  of  the 
debtor's  wealth  is  in  his  homestead,  it  is  free  from  the  reach  of 
the  creditors."*  In  an  ill-considered  case  in  Texas,  where  the 
limits  of  an  incorporated  town  had  been  extended  over  the  rural 
homestead,  and  the  owner  had  subdivided  it  into  lots  and  blocks, 
and  built  on  it  houses  which  he  had  rented  to  tenants  for  busi- 
ness purposes,  the  character  of  a  rural  homestead  was  held  to 
continue.* 

'  Taylor  t>.  Boulvrare,  17  Texas,  79. 

*  Kogers  v.  Ragland,  42  Texas,  422. 
'  Code  Iowa  1851,  {  1261. 

*  Finley  v.  Dietrick,  12  Iowa,  616. 

B  Ibid,,  per  Baldwin,  J. ;  Wright,  J.,  dissenting, 

*  Nolan  V.  Seed,  88  Texas,  426. 
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ARTICLE  I.  —  General  Views. 

$  164.  Questions  inyolved  in  this  Chapter.  —  The  estate  of 
homestead,  as  it  is  frequently  termed,  whether  it  is  considered  an 
estate  in  land  or  a  mere  negative  immunity  from  dispossession 
durinor  the  continuance  of  certain  conditions,  inheres  in  —  or,  to 
use  a  frequent  expression,  is  carved  out  of — a  greater  estate.  Of 
what  nature  must  this  greater  estate  be,  in  order  to  support  the 
homestead  right?  (1)  Must  it  be  a  legale  in  contradistinction  to 
an  equitable y  estate?  (2)  Must  it  be  an  estate  in  /ee,  or  may  it 
be  an  estate ybr  life  or  for  years f  (3)  Must  it  be  a  freehold^  or 
may  it  be  a  leasehold  estate ?  (4)  Must  it  be  an  estate  in  severalty  ^ 
or  may  it  be  an  estate  in  commonf  (5)  Is  title  in  the  hiL^and 
necessary  to  suppoi't  it,  or  may  it  inhere  in  the  title  of  the  wife  9 
Coming  to  the  subject  of  chattel  exemptions,  the  inquiry  presents 
itself,  (6)  Can  there  be  an  exemption  of  personalty  held  in  com- 
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men?  and,  closely  allied  with  this,  (7)  Can  there  be  an  exemp- 
tion of  partnership  assets?  These  inquiries  indicate  the  scope  of 
this  chapter,  although  the  discussion  will  not  be  conducted  exactly 
in  the  order  named. 

§J65.    These  Questions,  how  answered  upon  Principle. — 

These  questions  have  all,  under  various  phases,  addressed  them- 
selves to  the  eourts.  It  would  seem,  upon  principle,  that  they 
are  questions  with  which  the  creditor  can  have  nothing  to  do.  If 
the  debtor's  estate  is  such  as,  under  the  general  law,  would  be 
vendible  under  his  execution,  it  does  not  lie  in  his  mouth  to  say 
that  it  will  not  support  a  homestead  exemption.  The  policy  of  the 
homestead  laws  manifestly  is  to  exempt  a  homestead,  where  the 
facts  exist  which  will  entitle  the  debtor  to  it,  in  any  estate  which 
the  creditor  can  sell.^  The  true  rule,  and  the  reasons  for  it,  are 
undoubtedly  expressed  in  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
California,  where  it  is  held  that  a  person  having  a  naked  posses- 
sion only  of  land,  the  title  being  in  a  stranger,  may  acquire  a 
homestead  right  thereto  as  to  everybody  but  the  owner.  In  this 
case,  at  the  time  of  filing  the  declaration  of  homestead,  the  title 
was  in  a  stranger,  but  this  title  was  acquired  by  the  claimant  of 

'  "We  would  say  that  a  fair  construction  of  the  Homestead  Act,  with  reference  to 
the  objects  and  purposes  to  be  accomplished  by  it,  would  embrace  within  it  the  estate 
which  the  debtor  might  own  in  the  lot  and  buildings  thereon,  and  occupied  as  a  resi- 
dence, and  wMeh  could  be  sold  on  execution"  Breese,  J.,  in  Deere  v.  Chapman,  26 
m.  612.  "  It  was  designed  to  embrace  all  estates  liable  to  such  sales."  Walker,  J., 
in  Conklin  v.  Poster,  67  HI.  107.  "  When  the  statute  speaks  of  property  owned  by  the 
debtor,  it  does  not  mean  that  the  ownership  must  be  of  the  fUU  legal  title.  It  is  suffi- 
cient that  the  interest  be  such  as  may  be  sold  on  execution,  or  subjected  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts."  Dillon,  J.,  m  Bartholomew  v.  West,  2  Dill.  298.  "  We  do  not  think 
that  it  is  necessary  that  all  these  lots  or  pieces  or  parcels  of  land  should  be  held  by  an 
absolute  title  in  fee  simple,  or  by  the  same  title,  or  even  by  the  same  kind  of  title,  in 
order  that  they  may  all  constitute  but  one  homestead ;  but  we  think  it  necessary  that 
they  all  be  held  by  some  kind  of  title  or  interest  different  from  that  which  the  whole 
public  may  have  in  the  property."  Valentine,  J.,  in  Randal  v.  Elder,  12  Kan.  261. 
**  The  question  of  the  title,"  said  Napton,  J.,  speaking  of  the  duties  of  a  sheriff  in 
making  a  levy  upon  premises  occupied  as  a  homestead,  "  westtppose,  was  not  to  be  in- 
vestigated by  the  sheriff.  If  the  householder  had  no  title,  the  execution  and  levy  were 
of  course  unavailing,  and  the  [homestead]  law  was  designed  to  protect  his  possession." 
Vogler  17.  Montgomery,  64  Mo.  584.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  think  that  the  pro- 
visions of  their  statute  ''  protect  the  debtor's  family,  as  against  his  creditor,  in  the 
enjoyment  of  an  actual  homestead,  irrespective  of  the  title  or  tenure  by  which  it  is 
held."    Sears  v.  Hanks,  14  Ohio  St  801,  per  Scott,  J. 
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the  homestead  before  it  was  sold  by  the  sheriff  under  an  execu- 
tion against  him.  What,  then,  were  his  rights?  The  court 
say :  **At  the  time  the  judgment  was  docketed  and  became  a 
lien,  the  premises  constituted  the  homestead  of  the  defendent  as 
to  everybody  except  the  owner  of  the  land.  There  is  no  question 
made  as  to  its  being  a  homestead  if  a  party  having  a  naked  pos- 
session only,  the  title  being  in  a  stranger,  can  acquire  a  homestead 
right  in  the  hind  so  possessed.  The  statute  does  not  specify  the 
kind  of  title  a  party  shall  have  in  order  to  enable  him  to  secure 
u  homestead.  It  says  nothing  about  title.  The  homestead  right 
given  by  the  statute  is  impressed  on  the  hind  to  the  extent  of  the 
interest  of  the  claimant  in  it — not  on  the  title  merely.  The 
actual  homestead,  as  against  everybody  who  has  not  a  better 
title,  becomes  impressed  with  the  legal  homestead  right  by 
taking  the  proceedings  prescribed  by  the  statute.  The  estate, 
or  interest  of  the  occupant,  be  it  more  or  less,  thereby  becomes 
exempt  from  forced  sales  on  execution,  and  can  only  be  affected 
by  voluntary  conveyances,  or  relinquishment  in  the  mode  pre- 
scribed. The  land  in  this  instance,  as  to  everybody  having  no 
superior  title,  became  the  homestead  of  the  defendant  for  all 
the  purposes  of  protection  against  forced  sales,  and  Voluntary 
conveyances  in  any  other  than  the  statutory  mode,  as  effectually 
as  if  the  defendant  had  held  the  title  in  fee  simple.  There  was 
nothing  which  the  shei'iff  was  authorized  to  sell  under  execution. 
The  fact  that  the  defendant,  after  the  attaching  of  the  home- 
stead right,  acquired  the  true  title  from  a  stranger  does  not 
affect  the  question.  This  did  not  vitiate  the  homestead  right 
which  had  attached  to  the  land,  and  give  an  independent  estate 
not  subject  to  execution.  The  title  so  acquired  cannot  be  con- 
sidered as  a  thing  separate  and  apart  from  the  land  subject  to 
sale  and  conveyance,  in  the  hands  of  the  homestead  claimant,  so 
as  thereby  to  affect  the  homestead  right.  By  filing  the  declara- 
tion the  party  indicates  his  intention  to  make  the  land  his  home- 
stead, and,  if  he  afterwards  acquires  an  outstanding  title,  it 
attaches  itself  to  the  homestead  already  acquired,  and  perfects 
the  homestead  right.  If  it  were  otherwise,  a  homestead  could 
not  be  secured  which  would  be  safe  against  forced  sales,  unless 
there  were  at  the  time  a  perfect  title  in  fee  simple  in  the  party 

145 
10 


§  166  TITLB,  WHICH  WILL   SUPPORT  AN  EXSMPTION. 

• 

who  seeks  the  homestead  right.  In  case  of  a  title  in  any  respect 
imperfect,  the  claimant  could  not  perfect  his  title  to  the  home- 
stead except  at  the  risk  of  losing  it  altogether,  through  the  in- 
tervention of  a  creditor,  and  by  the  very  means  adopted  to 
render  it  more  secure;  and,  under  such  a  construction  of  the 
statute,  it  would  not  be  available  to  the  greater  portion  of  the 
class  in  this  state  who  need  it  most."  ^ 

§  166.  Continued.  —  The  absurdity  of  a  creditor  attempting 
to  set  up  a  want  of  title  in  his  debtor  against  the  latter' s  claim 
of  homestead  is  well  illustrated  by  a  X^ase  in  South  Carolina, 
which  was  a  proceeding  against  a  sheriff  for  failing  to  make  the 
money  on  an  execution.  The  defense  of  the  sheriff  was  that  the 
property  levied  on  was  the  debtor's  homestead.  The  reply*  was 
that  it  was  not  the  debtor's  homestead,  because  the  debtor  held 
only  under  an  unexecuted  contract  of  purchase,  and^  hence^  had 
no  title  which  was  vendible  in  execution.  And  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below  was  reversed  for  the  apparent  reason  that  it  had 
refused  to  mulct  the  sheriff  for  not  selling  property  to  which  the 
defendant  in  the  execution  had  not  title  which  was  subject  to 
levy  and  sale  1  •  Suppose  the  sheriff  had  gone  forward  and  sold 
the  property  levied  on  under  this  execution,  and  the  purchaser 
had  demanded  possession,  the  following  dialogue  may  be  sup- 
posed to  have  taken  place : 

Purchaser:  "I  have  bought  your  property,  sir,  at  sheriff's 
sale ;  /  am  the  assignee  of  your  title;  you  must  get  out ;  I  want 
possession." 

Debtor:  "But,  sir,  this  property,  as  you  see,  is  my  home- 
stead ;  I  notified  the  sheriff  of  that  fact,  and  demanded  that  it 
be  set  off  before  he  made  the  sale.  He,  therefore,  had  no  right 
to  sell  it." 

Purchaser:  *'  Would  have  been  your  homestead,  my  dear 
sir  —  would  have  been  your  homestead,  if  you  had  had  any  title 
to  support  it.     Zounds  I  sir ;  you  will  not  be  so  unreasonable  as 

• 

1  Spencer  v.  Geissman,  87  Oal.  99.    And  see  Brooks  v,  Hyde,  87  Gal.  378. 
*  I  am  not  stating  the  forfoal  pleadings,  but  the  positions  assumed  by  the  respectiye 
parties. 
»  Garaty  v,  DuBose,  6  S.  0.  493,  opinion  by  Moses,  C.  J. 
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to  claim,  as  against  the  assignee  of  your  title,  a  homestead  in 
land  to  which  vou  never  had  title !" 

§  167.  Right  of  Homestead  no  Defense  against  Paramount 
Title.  —  But,  as  against  a  plaintiif  in  ejectment,  claiming  the 
premises  by  virtue  of  a  superior  title,  it  is  obvious  that  a  mere 
possessor  cannot  defend  by  simply  asserting  a  homestead  right.^ 
These  statutes  were  not  designed  to  be  made  the  pretext  for  tak- 
ing one  man's  propeity  away  from  him  and  giving.it  to  another. 
Whatever  may  constitute  ownership  of  property  as  between 
debtor  and  creditor,  or  vendor  and  vendee,  it  is  said  that  a  mere 
possessor  claiming  a  homestead  right  is  not  the  owner  of  the 
premises  as  against  the  holder  of  a  paramount  title,  within  the 
meaning  of  a  statute  securing  a  homestead  in  certain  premises  to 
the  owner  thereof.'  So,  whatever  may  be  the  estate  to  which  the 
homestead  risfht  attaches,  this  riorht  cannot  continue  after  such 
estate  has  terminated.  Therefore,  where  a  husband  was  the 
owner  of  a  term  for  years  in  certain  property,  which  expired 
before  his  death,  his  widow  could  not  claim  a  homestead  in  the 
land  as  against  the  owner  of  the  reversion.'  Again,  whatever 
estate  may  be  necessary  to  constitute  a  person  the  "  owner*'  of 
the  premises  within  the  meaning  of  such  a  statute,  it  must  be  an 
estate  in  the  soil;  the  exemption  cannot  be  asserted  by  the  owner 
of  a  tenement  disconnected  from  the  soil.  Such  right,  it  is  said, 
can  only  attach  to  the  building  occupied  as  a  home,  through,  or 
by  virtue  of,  the  ownership  of  the  land  upon  which  it  is  situated.* 
Thus  an  action  of  forcible  detainer  against  the  widow  of  a  lessee 
holding  over  after  the  expiration  of  a  term  cannot  be  defend<fd 
on  the  ground  that  the  house  occupied  by  her  was  at  one  time 
owned  by  her  husband,  on  ground  leased  by  him,  and  that  the 
liouse  had  been  sold  without  her  assent,  and  the  ground-lease 
assigned  to  one  and  the  same  person,  from  whom  they  had  leased 
the  premises  ;  and  that,  during  all  of  this  time,  they  had  occupied 
them  as  a  homestead.^ 

r  Mum  V.  Bogers,  86  Cal.  816 ;  Spencer  v.  Geissman,  87  Cal.  96 ;  McClurken  «. 
McClurken,  46  lU.  827 ;  Brown  v.  KeUer,  82  HI.  151. 

'  McClurken  v,  McClurken,  auprci, 

>  Brown  v.  Keller,  82  111.  151. 
•   *  Ibid. 

^  Ibid. 
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ARTICLE  11. — Ho^iESTEAD  in  equitable  Estates. 

§  170.  Will  an  equitable  Estate  support  the  Homestead 
Bigrht. — This  must  be  answered  in  the  affirmative.^  Thus  an 
equity  of  redemption  will  support  a  homestead  right.'  In  such 
case  the  moitgageor,  though  he  holds  subject  to  the  mortgage 
debt,  holds  his  homestead  paramount  to  his  other  creditor.  In 
North  Carolina,  as  in  most  of  the  states,  a  mortgage  is  a  mere 
incumbrance  upon  a  man's  land,  given  as  a  security  for  the  debts 
therein  set  out ;  and,  if  he  can  discharge  the  incumbrance  by  the 
sale  of  the  land  outside  of  his  homestead,  or  in  any  other  way, 
creditors  who  ai'e  not  secured  by  the  mortgage  have  no  ground, 
it  is  said,  upon  which  they  can  deprive  him  of  the  right  secured 
by  the  Constitution.*  And  so  wiU  possession  under  a  vei^bal 
contract  of  purchase  support  the  homestead  right.*  And  so  >vill 
possession  under  an  unexecuted  written  contract  of  purchase.* 

§  171.  Scope  and  Consequences  of  this  Rule. — In  one  case 
the  rule  is  said  to  be  that  "  an  equitable  owner  of  real  estate  may 
occupy  and  hold  the  same  as  his  homestead,  subject  to  all  the 
rights,  privileges,  immunities,  and  disabilities  given  and  imposed 
by  the  homestead  exemption  laws."*  And  the  cases  appear  to 
carry  out  this  doctrine.  Thus  it  is  held  that  a  husband  cannot 
release  his  homestead  right  in  an  equitable  estate  except  in  the 
mode  required  to  release  it  if  it  were  a  legal  estate  ;  and,  if  the 
statute  requires  the  joining  of  the  wife  in  a  cleed  of  conveyance 
in  order  to  pass  the  homestead,  this  is  as  necessary  in  the  former 

1  Morgan  r.  Steams,  41  Vt  898;  Doane  v.  Doane,  46  Vt  486;  Cheatham  «.  Jonea, 
68  N.  C.  168 ;  Wilder  v.  Haughey,  21  Minn.  101 ;  Hartman  v.  Munch,  21  Minn.  107 ; 
Fyffe  17.  Been,  18  Iowa,  11 ;  Hewitt  v,  Rankin,  41  Iowa,  86 ;  Stinson  v.  Richardson. 
44  Iowa,  878;  McKae  «.  Wilcoat,  11  Mich.  858;  Tarrant  v.  Swain,  16  Kan.  146; 
Moore  v.  Reaves,  16  Kan.  160;  Blue  v.  Blue,  88  HI.  9;  Allen  «.  Hawley,  66  111.  164; 
Tomlin  v,  Hilyard,  48  HI.  800 ;  Bartholomew  v.  West,  2  Dill.  298 ;  McCahe  v.  Maz- 
zuchelli,  18  Wis.  478;  Orr  r.  Shraft,  22  Mich.  260.  CorUra,  Garaty  ».  DuBose,  6 
S.  0.  498;  McManus  v,  Campbell,  87  Texas,  267. 

>  Moigan  V.  Stearns,  supra  ;  Doane  v.  Doane,  supra ;  Cheatham  v.  Jones,  supra. 

*  Cheatham  v.  Jones,  supra,  opinion  by  Pearson,  J. 

*  Fyffe  V.  Beers,  supra ;  MoKee  v.  Wilcox,  supra, 

*  Moore  v.  Reaves,  16  Kan.  160;  Allen  v.  Hawley,  66  HI.  164;  Bartholomew  «. 
West,  2  Dill.  298 ;  McCabe  v.  Mazzuchelli,  18  Wis.  478.  Ckmira,  Garaty  9.  DuBoM^ 
6  S.  C.  498. 

'  Moore  v.  Reaves,  16  Kan.  168. 
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case  as  in  the  latter.^  So,  where  a  husband  and  wife  occupy  a 
homestead  held  by  title  bond,  part  of  the  purchase-money  re- 
maining unpaid,  the  husband  cannot  alien  his  interest  therein 
without  the  concurrence  of  his  wife  in  the  manner  required  where 
the  full  legal  title  is  in  him.*  Accordingly,  one  who  had  pur- 
chased, in  Minnesota,  school  lands  of  the  state,  partly  on  a 
credit,  and  received  the  usual  certificate  of  purchase  therefor, 
could  not,  by  assigning  them  to  a  third  person,  his  wife  not  join- 
ing in  the  assignment,  pass  the  homestead  right  which  he  had 
acquired  in  such  land.* 

§  172.  Continued.  —  So,  where  a  married  man  who  was  in 
possession  of  land,  not  exceeding  in  quantity  and  value  what  is 
exempt  from  execution  as  a  homestead,  under  a  contract  to  pur- 
chase the  same,  surrendered  and  canceled  his  contract  of  pur- 
chase without  the  assent  of  his  wife,  it  was  held  that  such  sur- 
render was  invalid,  and  that  the  wife  might  file  a  bill  in  equity  in 
her  own  name  and  have  a  specific  performance  of  the  contract.* 
So,  where,  in  a  proceeding  in  chancery  by  husband  and  wife  to 
redeem  from  a  deed  in  the  nature  of  a  mortgage,  and,  to  avoid  a 
sale  of  their  homestead  under  a  deed  of  trust  containing  no  re- 
lease of  the  right,  the  husband  consented  to  a  decree  which  divested 
him  of  the  right,  it  was  held  that  the  husband,  by  consenting  to 
such  decree,  lost  his  right,  but  that  the  wife,  not  having  consented 
thereto  nor  relinquished  that  right  when  she  executed  the  deed 
of  trust,  was  not  barred  by  the  decree  in  the  chancery  suit  from 
maintaining  a  bill  asserting  the  exemption.  It  is  said  to  be 
against  the  policy,  as  well  as  the  terms,  of  the  homestead  law  to 
permit  the  husband  to  deprive  the  wife  of  her  right  to  claim 
the  homestead,  except  by  removal  with  his  family  from  the  place. 
Therefore  he  can  make  no  stipulation  for  a  decree  that  will  de- 

^  Moore  v.  Reaves,  15  Kan.  158 ;  McCabe  v,  Mazzuchelli,  18  Wis.  478 ;  Wilder  v. 
Haughey,  21  Minn.  101;  Hartman  o.  Munch,  21  Minn.  107;  McKee  v,  Wilcox,  11 
Mich.  858;  Allen  v.  Hawley,  66  HI.  164. 

'  Stinflon  v.  Richardson,  44  Iowa,  878. 

*  Wilder  v,  Haughey,  21  Minn.  101 ;  Hartman  v.  Munch,  21  Minn.  107 ;  McCabe  t7. 
Mazzttchelli,  18  Wis.  478.  So  of  an  assignment  of  any  other  contract  of  purchase. 
Moore  v.  Reaves,  15  Kan.  150. 

*  McKee  y>.  Wilcox,  11  Mich.  858. 
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prive  her  of  such  right.  If  it  can  be  done  by  decree,  she  must 
herself  consent  to  it.^  Another  application  of  the  doctrine  is 
found  in  case  of  a  parol  partition  between  tenants  in  common, 
with  possession  in  conformity  therewith.  In  such  case  each  co- 
tenant  is  said  to  be  the  legal  owner  of  one-half  of  his  allotment 
and  equitable  owner  of  the  other  half,  so  that,  by  a  bill  in  equity, 
he  can  compel  a  conveyance  of  the  legal  title  from  the  other. 
Therefore,  since  the  homestead  right  attaches  to  equitable  as  well 
as  to  legal  estates,  either  co-tenant  may  claim  it  under  such  cir- 
cumstances.' And  whether  a  homestead  in  an  equitable  estate  is 
lost  by  abandonment  is  to  be  tested  by  the  same  rules  applicable 
to  homesteads  in  legal  estates.'  Such  a  homestead  is  not  lost 
by  failing  to  set  up  the  claim  of  homestead  before  an  assignee 
had  applied  to  the  court  for  leave  to  sell  the  premises.* 


ARTICLE  m. — Homestead  in  Life  Estates. 

§  174.   Will  a  Liife  Estate  support  the  Homestead  Blgrlit? — 

It  has  been  held  that  it  will.*    The  word  **  owner,"  in  such  stat- 

*  Allen  V.  H^wley,  66  El.  166. 

»  Tomlin  r.  HUyard,  48  HI.  800. 

*  Fyffe  V,  Beers,  18  Iowa,  4. 

*  Bartholomew  v.  West,  2  DiU.  290. 

A  Deere  v.  Chapman,  25  lU.  610;  Potts  o.  Davenport,  79  HI.  466.  The  reasons 
adduced  in  support  of  this  conclusion  are  thus  given,  in  the  opinion  in  the  former 
case,  by  Breese,  J. :  *'The  'Homestead  Act'  provides  that,  in  addition  to  the  property 
exempt  by  law  from  sale  under  execution,  there  shall  be  exempt  from  levy  and  forced 
sale  Ihe  lot  of  ground  and  the  buildings  thereon  occupied  as  a  residence  and  owned 
by  the  debtor,  being  a  householder  and  having  a  fiunily,  to  the  value  of  one  thousand 
dollars.  Scates'  Comp.  Stat  676.  The  question  arises  upon  the  definition  to  be  given 
to  the  word  '  owner.'  The  appellant  contends  that  the  words  of  a  statute,  when  unam- 
biguous, as  in  this  statute,  should  be  taken  in  the  ordinary,  natural,  and  most  com- 
monly-received sense ;  and,  so  taking  the  word  'owner,'  it  conveys  the  idea  of  absolute 
property,  and  nothing  less.  He  cannot  conceive  that  a  thing  should  be  owned  by  one 
person,  and  also  that  another  should  have  a  title  to  it ;  for,  although  different  interests 
in  the  same  subject-matter  may  be  owned  by  different  persons,  yet,  to  the  thing  itself 
there  can  be  but  one  title  and  one  owner.  He  also  contends  that,  if  there  be  room 
for  construction,  such  a  statute  as  this,  giving  new  rights  and  immunities,  and  of 
doubtM  policy,  ought  not  thereby  to  be  extended  beyond  the  plain  import  of  the 
term  used,  and  that  this  statute,  being  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  should 
be  construed  strictly  as  against  those  seeking  advantage  of  it  We  fully  agree  with 
the  appellant  that,  where  the  words  of  a  statute  are  clear  and  unambiguous,  they 
must  be  taken  in  their  ordinary,  natural,  and  most  commonly-received  sense,  and  that 
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utes,  IS  not  restricted  to  the  owner  of  the  fee.     The  owner  of 
a  life  estate  is  the  (ywner  of  the  "lot  of  ground  and  buildings 

statates  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  not  clearly  remedial  in  their  nature,  should 
be  conatruect  strictly  as  againat  those  seeking  their  benefits.  But  are  the  words  of 
this  statute  so  clear  and  unambiguous  as  to  forbid  construction?  Is  it  certain  the 
Legislature  intended  by  the  term  '  owner '  to  embrace  only  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
fee?  The  law  recognizes  more  than  one  description  of  ownership,  both  in  real  and 
personal  property.  There  may  be  an  absolute  ownership  and  a  qualified  ownership 
of  both  descriptions  of  property,  and  the  one  is  as  fiilly  recognized  as  the  other.  It  is 
true  a  fee-simple  estate  is  the  highest  estate  in  land  known  to  the  law,  yet  he  who 
owns  it  is  no  more  favored  in  the  law  than  he  who  owns  a  fireehold  of  less  extent,  as 
an  estate  in  tail — for  one's  own  life  or  the  life  of  another — by  the  curtesy,  or  in 
dower.  The  owner  of  a  life  estate  in  land,  if  in  possession,  has  as  complete  dominion 
over  it  as  the  absolute  owner  of  the  fee  has  over  his  estate  in  possession.  He  is  the 
lord  and  master  during  the  continuance  of  his  term,  and  can  and  must  sue  for  all 
injuries  to  it  or  trespasses  upon  it;  he  in  reversion,  or  the  owner  of  the  fee,  having  no 
right  to  such  action,  and  being  himself  subject  to  the  action  of  the  owner  of  the  life 
estate  if  he  trespasses  upon  him.  Such  an  estate  can  be  sold  on  execution,  under  our 
general  execution  laws,  it  being  a  tenement  and  real  estate,  and  we  would  say  that  a 
fair  construction  of  the  Homestead  Act,  with  reference  to  the  objects  and  purposes  to 
be  accomplished  by  it,  would  embrace  within  it  the  estate  which  the  debtor  might 
own  m  the  lot  and  buildings  thereon,  and  occupied  as  a  residence,  and  which  could  be 
sold  on  execution.  The  object  of  the  law  most  clearly  is  to  secure  the  head  of  the 
family  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  the  lot  and  buildings,  for  the  maintenance 
and  shelter  of  himself  and  family  as  a  home,  without  any  special  regard  to  the  extent 
of  the  estate  or  the  title  by  which  he  owned  it.  Owning  an  estate  for  his  own  life  in 
the  premises,  thejiome  of  his  family,  we  do  no  violence  to  the  language  of  the  act  by 
considering  him  the  owner,  for  all  the  purposes  of  the  act,  and  the  property  vesting 
in  him  as  owner  according  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  his  estate.  He  is,  to  idl  intents 
and  purposes,  the  owner  of  the  immediate  freehold,  and  seized  thereof^  and,  as  such, 
must  be  protected  by  the  Homestead  Act;  and  this  is  neither  a  liberal  nor  a  forced 
definition  of  the  word  '  owner.'  It  seems  to  us  to  be  its  most  natural  meaning,  regard- 
ing, as  we  must,  the  purposes  and  objects  of  the  act  Though  this  act  may  be  said  to 
be  in  derogation  of  the  common  law,  and  an  innovation  upon  all  former  relations 
between  creditors  and  debtors,  giving  to  the  latter  new  rights  and  inmiunities,  yet  it 
does  not  follow  that  it  should  not  receive  a  construction  so  liberal  as  to  advance  the 
object  contemplated  by  the  Legislature  in  passing  the  act.  We  regard  the  statute  as 
remedial  in  its  nature — intending  to  remove  grievances  under  which  the  unfortunate 
labored,  and  to  save  them,  amid  all  their  losses  and  disasters,  a  shelter  for  the  family — 
a  home.  Being  remedial,  it  must  be  so  construed  as  most  effectually  to  meet  the 
benevolent  end  in  view,  without  departing,  however,  from  the  plain  and  obvious 
meaning  of  the  language  used  in  the  act  We  think  we  have  not  done  so  in  defining 
the  word  '  owner* — that  the  clear  legal  import  of  that  word  embraces  as  well  the  owner 
of  a  life  estate  in  land  as  the  owner  of  the  fee  therein.  The  statute  to  which  appellant 
has  referred  (ch.  105)  to  punish  trespassers  for  cutting  timber,  which  provides  that 
the  penalties  provided  in  it  shall  be  recoverable  by  an  action  of  debt  in  the  name  of 
the  owner,  and  the  decision  of  this  court  thereon — that,  to  entitle  a  person  to  recover 
these  penalties,  he  must  show  a  titie  in  fee  to  the  land — cannot  bear  upon  this  case, 
as  that  statute  is  highly  penal  in  its  character,  and  must  be  construed  strictly  for  all 

151 


§  176  HOMESTEAD   IN   LEASEHOLD   ESTATES. 

thereon  '  *  declared  to  be  exempt  by  the  Illinois  statute.    There- 
fore a  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  within  the  statute.^ 


ARTICLE  IV. — Homestead  iw  Leasehold  Estates. 

§  176.  Will  a  lieasehold  Estate  support  the  Homestead 
JEtigrlit  ? — This  question  has  likewise  been  answered  in  the  affirmsr- 
tive.'  **  The  head  of  a  family,"  say  the  court  in  the  first  case, 
**  who,  as  the  owner  of  a  homestead,  is  entitled  to  the  exemption 
provided  by  statute,'  is  not  limited  to  any  particular  estate, 
either  as  to  its  duration  or  extent.  The  homestead  is  liable  for 
taxes  and  subject  to  a  mechanic's  lien.*  Will  it  be  claimed  that 
the  house  used  as  a  home,  erected  on  leased  premises,  was  not 
liable  to  these  charges  ?  It  may  be  sold  to  satisfy  debts  created 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law,  or  prior  to  its  purchase,  but  not 
until  the  other  property  of  the  debtor  is  exhausted.  And  would 
it  be  claimed  that,  if  on  leased  premises,  it  was  liable  in  the  first 
instance,  and  with  reference  to  the  time  of  its  purchase?  Such 
a  construction  would  violate,  as  it  seems  to  us,  the  whole  spirit 
and  policy  of  the  law.  Not  only  so,  but  the  homestead  may  em- 
brace one  or  more  tracts  of  land  with  the  buildings  thereon ;  • 
and  the  term  « land '  includes  all  the  rights  thereto  and  interests 
therein,  equitable  as  well  as  legal  (ch.  8,  §  26).  Then,  again, 
the  interest  was  such  as  might  be  sold  under  execution  and 
redeemed  ;•  so  that  we  think  that  the  language  of  the  law  is  in 

purposes.  This,  on  the  contrary,  is  of  a  beneficent  nature,  and  a  different  rule  must 
prevail — one  that  will  advance  the  remedy  without  doing  violence  to  the  language 
used.  Without  any  strained  or  forced  construction  of  any  of  the  words  used  in  the 
act,  we  are  satisfied  the  Legislature  never  contemplated  that  the  owner  of  an  estate  in 
a  lot  and  dwelling  occupied  as  his  residence  should  own  an  estate  in  fee — a  less  estate 
will  protect  him.  Why,  it  might  be  asked,  did  the  plaintiff  levy  upon,  sell,  and 
become  the  purchaser  of  this  lot,  and  bring  his  ejectment  for  the  possession,  if  the 
defendant  did  not  own  the  property?  Had  he  succeeded  in  his  ejectment  suit»  would 
he  not  have  been  put  in  possession  and  become,  quoad  hoc,  the  owner?" 

*  Potts  V.  Davenport,  sujjra. 

*  Pelan  v.  DeBevard,  18  Iowa,  68;  Conklin  v,  Foster,  67  HI  104;  Johnson  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 88  Miss.  462.    But  see  ColweU  v.  Carper,  16  Ohio  St  279. 

»  Code  Iowa  1861. 

*  Ibid.,  i  1248. 

*  Ibid.,  i  1251. 

*  Ibid.,  i  1924. 
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accordance  with  its  reason  and  correct  policy.  It  is  certainly  as 
reasonable  and  consonant  with  the  whole  scope  and  purpose  of 
this  exemption  to  extend  it  to  a  m:iu  who  can  procure  a  possession 
for  a  term  of  years,  as  to  one  who  has  the  fee  simple/'  * 

§  177.  Reasons  of  the  Bnle  —  Mississippi. — This  single 
question  was  presented  in  the  case  in  Mississippi,  and  it  received 
a  careful  discussion.  The  Mississippi  statute  was  entitled  '*  An 
act  to  exempt  from  sale  under  execution  certain  property  therein 
mentioned."*  The  1st  section  declared  that  **  eveiy  free  white 
citizen  of  this  state,  male  or  female,  being  the  head  of  a  family, 
shall  be  entitled  to  own,  hold,  and  possess,  free  and  exempt  from 
sale  by  virtue  of  any  judgment,  order,  or  decree  of  any  court  of 
law  or  equity  in  this  state,  founded  on  any  contract  made  after 
the  passage  of  this  act,  or  any  process  emanating  upon  the  same, 
one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land ;  provided  the  same,  or  any 
part  thereof,  shall  not  be  the  site  of  any  city,  town,  or  village.'' 
The  3d  section  provided  "  that  every  head  of  a  family  who  shall 
i*eside  in  any  city,  town,  or  village  in  this  state  shall  be  entitled 
to  own,  hold,  and  possess,  free  from  sale  as  aforesaid,  lands 
within  such  city,  town,  or  village,  of  the  value  of  fifteen  hundred 
dollars,  exclusive  of  the  buildings  and  improvements  thereon, 
which  value  shall  be  ascertained  by  the  cash  valuation  of  three 
discreet  disinterested  freeholders  of  the  county,  under  oath,  to 
be  summoned  for  that  purpose  by  the  sheriff  or  other  officer." 
The  4th  section  used  the  terms  **  lot "  and  '*  parcel  of  land,"  in- 
stead of  the  term  <*  land,"  used  in  the  Ist,  and  **  lands  "  used 
in  the  3d,  section.  What,  then,  did  the  Legislature  mean  by 
those  terms,  "property,"  **land,"  "lands,"  "lot,"  and  "par- 
cel of  land?  "  And,  in  connection  with  these  words,  what  estate 
was  indicated  by  the  words  "own,  hold,  and  possess?"  The 
court  answered  these  questions  as  follows :  "  The  term  land,  at 
common  law,  has  a  twofold  meaning.  In  its  more  general  sense 
it  is  held  to  comprehend  any  ground,  soil,  or  earth  whatsoever  — 
as  meadows,  pastures,  woods,  marshes,  furze,  etc.'    In  its  more 

'  Fhelan  v.  DeBevard,  18  Iowa,  58,  opinion  by  Wright,  J. 

*  Stat  Miss.  January  22, 1841. 

•  1  List  4  a;  2  Bla.  Com.  1& 
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limited  sense,  the  term  *  land '  denotes  the  quantity  and  chai*aeter 
of  the  interest  or  estate  which  the  tenant  may  own  in  lands. 
<  The  }and  is  one  thing/  says  Plowden,  <  and  the  estate  in  the 
land  is  another  thing ;  for  an  estate  in  the  land  is  a  time  in  the 
land,  or  land  for  a  time.'  ^  When  used  to  describe  the  quantity 
of  the  estate;  *  land '  is  understood  to  denote  a  freehold  estate, 
at  the  least.^  The  manifest  object  of  the  Legislature  was  to 
secure  to  the  head  of  every  family  resident  without  the  limits  of 
any  city  or  town  in  the  possession  ,and  enjoyment  of  a  sufficient 
quantity  of  his  own  land  for  the  maintenance  of  himself  and  family ; 
or,  if  a  resident  of  any  city,  town,  or  village,  to  protect  and  secure 
him  in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his  homestead.  It  is 
manifest  that  these  objects  could  not  be  fully  attained  unless  we  so 
construed  the  act  as  to  extend  the  exemption  to  all  cases  in  which 
the  head  of  a  family  might  own,  hold,  and  possess  any  estate  in 
lands  which  theretofore  was  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  exe- 
cution. These  objects,  it  is  scarcely  necessary  to  say,  would  be 
so  frequently  defeated  as  to  render  the  act  itself,  to  a  great  extent, 
useless,  if  its  remedial  provisions  were  held  to  apply  alone  to 
lands  in  which  the  execution  debtor  held,  at  the  least,  a  freehold 
estate.  Any  person  holding  an  interest  in  land  for  years,  for  life,  or 
any  greater  estate,  freehold,  in  reversion  or  remainder,  is  held  to 
be  an  owner.'  The  Legislature,  therefore,  by  declaring  that  the 
land  exempted  <  shall  be  owned,  held,  and  possessed'  by  the  parties 
claiming  under  the  act,  clearly  did  not  intend  to  confine  its 
remedial  operation  to  cases  in  y^hich  such  parties  held,  owned, 
or  possessed  an  estate  for  life,  or  any  greater  estate  of  freehold. 
And,  when  we  consider  the  objects  which  the  Legislature  evi- 
dently intended  to  accomplish,  it  appears  impossible  to  doubt 
that  the  term  *  land '  was  employed  in  its  general  and  popular 
sense  to  describe  the  particular  subject  of  property  which  was 
designed  to  be  brought  within  the  exemption  provided  in  the  act, 
and  not  to  define  the  nature  and  quantity  of  the  interest  or  estate 
which  was  intended  to  be  protected.  Indeed,  it  is  only  by  disre- 
garding the  manifest  objects  of  the  Legislature,  and  by  overlook- 

I  Plowd.  666. 

s  2  Bla.  Com.  IS;  Shep.  Touch.  88. 

•  1  Hill.  Abr.  20;  EUis  v.  Welch,  6  Haas.  261. 
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ing  the  clear  distinction  between  the  impoit  of  this  term  when 
used  to  describe  a  subject  of  property,  aud  when  it  is  employed 
to  define  the  estate  which  is  held  in  it,  that  any  misapprehension 
can  arise  in  regard  to  the  proper  construction  of  the  act.  We 
are,  therefore,  clearly  of  opinion  that  any  person  holding  an  in-^ 
terest  in  lands  for  years,  for  life,  or  any  greater  estate  of  freehold, 
and  coming  within  the  conditions  of  the  statute,  is  entitled  to  the 
privileges  therein  named."  ^ 

§  178.  Continued —  Ohio.  —  A  case  in  Ohio  presents  a  some- 
what inverted  application  of  this  principle.  It  arose  under  a 
statute  which  provided  that  **  any  person  owning  the  super- 
structure of  a  dwelling-house  occupied  by  him  or  her  as  a  family 
homestead  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act,  although 
the  title  to  the  land  on  which  the  same  may  be  built  shall  be  in 
another ;  and  lessees  shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  act 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  owner  of  the  freehold  or  inheritance, 
provided  nothing  herein  contained  shall  be  construed  to  prevent 
a  sale  of  the  fee  simple,  subject  to  such  lease."*  The  court 
say:  **This  clause  of  the  statute  is  designed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  debtor;  aud  it  should  be  so  construed  as  to  effectuate,  and 
not  thwart,  its  object  and  policy.  And  yet  it  is  obvious  that,  if 
all  lessees,  whatever  may  be  the  character  of  their  buildings,  are 
compelled  either  to  regard  and  claim  their  tenancy  as  a  home- 
stead or  to  forego  the  benefit  alike  of  its  exemption  and  th^ 
further  exemption  of  personal  property  not  exceeding  three  hun- 
dred dollars  in  value,  then  the  mere  tenant  at  will  or  by  suffer- 
ance, dependent  entirely  on  the  mercy  of  his  landlord  for  the 
roof  that  shelters  himself  and  family,  may  be  placed  in  a  worse 
condition  than  the  head  of  a  family  who  has  no  pretense  of  a 
domicile  of  any  sort.  And  this  would  be  the  case  of  a  large 
class  of  '  croppers,'  and  of  lessees  of  tenements  of  small  value 
from  month  to  month  and  from  year  to  year.  Such,  it  seems  to 
us,  could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  ;  but  the 
intention,  we  think,  was  that  such  a  lessee  should  ^  not  be  de- 
prived of  the  benefit'  of  claiming  his  tenancy  as  a  homestead  if 
he  shall  so  choose  to  claim  it ;  and,  if  he  shall  not  so  choose,  to 

^  Johnson  v.  BicharcUon,  88  Hiss.  462,  opinion  by  Smith,  G.  J. 
*  2  Curwen'8  Bey.  Stat  Ohio,  1519, 1  6. 
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leave  him  the  benefit  of  holding  personalty  exempt  from  execu- 
tion not  exceeding  three  hundred  dollars  in  value,  in  addition  to 
other  articles  exempted  by  other  statutes.  Any  other  construc- 
tion, it  seems  to  us,  would  tend  to  defeat  the  beneficent  policy 
of  the  statute.'*^ 


ARTICLE  V.  — Homesteads  in  Estates  in  Common. 

§  180.  Tlie  Cases  oonfllctinir.  —  Will  an  estate  in  common 
support  a  right  of  homestead  in  one  of  the  co-tenants,  or  must 
it  be  an  estate  in  severalty?  The  cases  on  this  question  are 
conflicting.^  This  conflict  of  authority  renders  it  necessary  to 
exhibit  at  some  length  the  reasons  which  support  the  opposing 
conclusions. 

§  181.  Views  of  Mr.  Freeman.  —  A  careful  and  judicious 
writer,  who  has  given  to  this  subject  an  attentive  consideration, 
after  examining  the  cases,  expresses  his  own  views  as  follows : 
**  We  see  no  sufficient  reason,  even  in  the  absence  of  statutes 
directly  bearing  upon  the  subject,  for  holding  that  a  general 
Homestead  Act  does  not  apply  to  lands  held  in  co-tenancy.  The 
fact  that  a  homestead  claim  might  savor  of  such  an  assumption 
of  an  exclusive  right  as  is  inconsistent  with  the  rights  of  the 
other  co-tenant,  and  that  the  maintenance  of  such  claim  might 
interfere  with  proceedings  for  partition,  form  no  very  satisfactory 
reason  for  denying  the  exemption.  If  the  rights  of  the  other 
co-tenant  are  threatened  or  endangered,  he  alone  should  be  per- 

>  OolweU  V.  Carper,  15  Ohio  St  286,  opinion  by  BrinkerhofF,  C.  J. 

*  The  following  hold  that  an  estate  in  common  will  support  a  right  of  homestead  in 
one  of  the  co-tenants :  McOlary  v.  Bixby,  86  Yt  264 ;  Thorn  v.  Thorn,  14  Iowa,  49 ; 
Lacey  V.  Clements,  86  Texas,  668;  Williams  v,  Wethered,  87  Texas,  180;  Smith  o. 
Deschaumes,  87  Texas,  429 ;  Hewitt  v.  Rankin,  41  Iowa,  85,  44 ;  Tarrant  o.  Swain,  15 
Kan.  146;  Horn  v.  Tufts,  89  N.  H.  478;  Greenwood  v.  Maddox,  27  Ark.  660. 
And  the  following  that  it  will  not:  Thurston  v.  Maddox,  6  Allen  427;  Wolf  v. 
Fleischacker,  5  Cal.  244 ;  Reynolds  v,  Pixley,  6  Cal.  165 ;  Kellesberger  v.  Copp,  6 
Cal.  565;  Bishop  v.  Hubbard,  28  Cal.  517;  Eliasv.  Verdugo,  27  Cal.  418;  Seaton  v. 
Bon,  82  Cal.  481;  Kingsley  v.  Kingsley,  89  Cal.  665;  Cameto  v,  Dupuy,  47  Cal.  79; 
Ward  V.  Huhn,  16  Mum.  159;  Westtj.  Ward,  26  Wis.  580;  Lozo  v,  Sutherland,  8 
Mich.  Lawyer,  218;  Yentress  v.  Collins,  28  La.  An.  788;  Simon  v.  Walker,  28  La. 
An.  608 ;  Barron  v.  SoUibellos,  28  La.  An.  855.  See,  also,  Bemis  v.  Drisooll,  101  Mass. 
421 ;  Amphlett  v.  Hibbard,  29  Mich.  298. 
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mitted  to  call  for  protection  and  redress.  The  law  will  not 
sanction  any  use  of  the  homestead  in  prejudice  of  his  rights.  But, 
as  long  as  his  interests  are  respected,  or  so  nearly  respected  that  he 
feels  no  inclination  to  complain,  why  should  some  person  having 
no  interest  in  the  co-tenancy  be  allowed  to  avail  himself  of  the 
law  of  co-tenancy  for  his  own,  and  not  for  a  co-tenant's,  gain? 
The  homestead  laws  have  an  object  perfectly  well  understood, 
and  in  the  promotion  of  which  courts  may  well  employ  the  most 
liberal  and  humane  rules  of  interpretation.  This  object  is  to 
assure  to  the  unfortunate  debtor  and  his  equally  unfortunate,  but 
more  helpless,  family  the  shelter  and  influence  of  home.  A  co- 
tenant  may  lawfully  occupy  every  parcel  of  the  lands  of  the  co- 
tenancy. He  may  employ  them,  not  merely  for  cultivation  or  for 
other  means  of  making  profits,  but  may  also  build  houses  and 
barns,  plant  shrubs  and  flowers,  and  surround  himself  with  all 
the  comfoi-ts  of  home.  His  wife  and  children  may  of  right 
occupy  and  enjoy  the  premises  with  him.  Upon  the  land  of 
which  he  is  but  a  pai*t  owner  he  may,  and  in  fact  he  frequently 
does,  obtain  all  the  advantages  of  a  home.  These  advantages  are 
none  the  less  worthy  of  being  secured  to  him  and  his  family  in 
adversity  because  other  co-tenants  are  entitled  to  equal  advan- 
tages in  the  same  home.  That  he  has  not  the  whole  is  a  very 
unsatisfactory  and  a  very  inhumane  reason  for  depriving  him  of 
that  which  he  has."  ^ 

§  182.   Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  in  Support  of 

the  Rule.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  say:  ^^  Of  course  a 
tenant  in  common  can  obtain  no  such  homestead  interest  as  will 
interfere  with  the  rights  or  interests  of  his  co-tenant,  or  any 
person  rightfully  holding  under  his  co-tenant.'  But  this  is  prob- 
ably the  only  limitation  upon  his  acquiring  a  homestead  interest 
in  such  property.  Third  parties  cannot  say  that,  because  a  ten- 
ant in  common  cannot  obtain  such  a  homestead  interest  as  will 
defeat  or  destroy  the  interest  of  his  co-tenant,  therefore  he  can- 
not obtain  any  homestead  interest  at  all.  Neither  can  his  co- 
tenant  question  his  right  to  acquire  a  homestead  interest  in  the 

^  Freeman  on  Co-tenancy  and  Partition,  {  54. 

*  See,  to  this  point,  Fei^uaon  v.  Reed,  46  Texas,  674. 
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property  so  long  as  such  co-tenant  is  allowed  to  enjoy  all  his 
rights  and  privileges  in  and  to  said  propeity  as  a  co-tenant.'*^ 

§  183.   The  contrary  Bole  founded  in  Convenience  merely. — 

We  shall  see,  by  examining  the  cases  which  hold  that  one  co- 
tenant  cannot  claim  a  homestead  in  an  estate  in  common  before 
partition,  that  the  reasons  given  for  so  holding  are  reasons  of 
convenience  merely.  Thus  a  Massachusetts  statute  accorded  to 
the  debtor  **  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  farm  or  lot  of  land 
and  buildings  thereon  owned  or  rightly  possessed  by  him  as  a 
residence."  The  court  there  say:  **If  the  Legislature  had 
intended  to  include  ownership  or  possession  in  common,  they 
would  have  been  likely  to  make  provision  as  to  how  many  tenants 
in  common  may  have  homesteads  in  the  same  lot  or  building ;  to 
regulate  the  i*elations  existing  between  such  tenants  while  the 
estate  is  undivided,  and  to  mention  the  effects  of  partition.  It 
is  manifest  that  a  partition  might  greatly  increase  or  diminish  the 
value  of  a  homestead  estate,  or  destroy  it  altogether  in  some 
cases.  As  the  ri&:ht  under  existing  statutes  is  not  created  bv 
operation  of  law,  but  must  either  be  set  forth  in  the  deed  of 
conveyance  or  created  afterwards  by  a  declaration  in  writing, 
signed,  sealed,  acknowledged,  and  recorded,  there  will  probably 
be  no  serious  inconvenience  arising  from  a  more  restricted  inter- 
pretation, which  shall  require  the  person  who  is  about  to  create 
a  risrht  of  homestead  to  sever  his  interest  from  that  of  co-tenants. 
If  inconveniences  shall  arise,  they  may  be  remedied  by  legislation 
which  shall  meet  all  the  exigencies  of  such  cases.  The  best 
interpretation  which  the  court  are  able  to  give  the  statute  is  to 
limit  it  to  cases  of  sole  ownership  or  possession."^ 

§  184.    Continued  —  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Califor- 
nia.-^  So,  the.  California   court   say:     <*The  sttitute  did  not 
contemplate  that  homesteads  should  be  carved  out  of  land  held 
in  joint  tenancy,  or  tenancy  in  common,  because  it  has  not  pro-, 
vided  any  mode  for  th^ir  separation  and  ascertainment.     AJl  of 

^  Valentine,  J.,  in  Tarrant  v.  Swain,  15  Kan.  149. 

'  Thurston  v.  Haddocks,  6  Allen,  430,  opinion  by  Chapman,  X    See,  also,  Bemis  o. 
Driscoll,  101  Mass.  421 ;  97  Mass.  892 ;  28  La.  An.  608.- 
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th»  questions  of  excess  of  value,  appraisement,  and  division 
belwe^ea  debtor  and  creditors  would  arise  only  to  give  complexity 
to  a  state  of  facts  for  which  no  provision  of  the  statute  seems  to 
be  adequate,  and  would  necessarily  force  into  litigation  or  —  at 
least,  into  care  and  trouble  —  the  innocent  co-tenants  who  would 
thus  be  subjected  to  annoyance  without  any  fault  of  their  own. 
If  the  policy  of  the  law  was  to  extend  to  such  cases,  it  would  be 
more  clear  and  explicit  in  its  declarations,  so  that  joint  owners 
of  land  would  at  least  be  made  aware  of  an  additional  contin- 
gency  attached  to  the  form  of  their  title.''* 

§  185.  Continaed  —  Views  of  the  Supreme  Oonrt  of  Wis- 
consin. —  **  The  occupant,"  say  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin, 
**  need  not  have  a  perfect  title ;  but,  whatever  his  interest  may 
be,  the  occupancy,  in  order  to  constitute  a  homestead,  tnust  be 
of  some  specific  portion  capable  of  being  set  apart  by  metes  and 
bounds,  and  thus  separated  from  that  which  is  not  exempt.  The 
law  allows  the  owner  to  select  the  portion  he  will  claim  as  a 
homestead.  It  provides  that,  when  a  levy  is  made  upon  the  lands 
of  one  *  whose  homestead  has  not  been  selected  and  set  apart  by 
metes  and  bounds,'  he  may  then  make  his  selection  and  notify  the 
officer  what  he  regards  as  his  homestead.  It  further  provides 
that,  if  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  is* dissatisfied  with  the  quan- 
tity thus  selected,  the  officer  shall  cause  a  suiTey  to  be  made, 
beginning  at  a  point  to  be  designated  by  the  owner,  and  set  off 
the  proper  amount,  in  a  compact  form,  including  the  dwelling- 
house.  It  is  obviously  impracticable  to  apply  any  of  these  pro- 
visions to  ^u  undivided  interest  in  real  estate.  The  debtor  owns 
nothing  in  severalty.  It  would,  therefore,  be  impossible  to  set 
off  to  him  any  specific  portion  which  might  not,  on  a  partition,  fall 
to  some  of  his  co-tenants.  In  all  cases,  therefore,  where  the 
land  is  large  enough  to  leave  the  debtor  more  than  the  quantity 
exempt  from  execution,  it  would  be  practically  impossible  to 
apply  the  provisions  of  the  exemption  laws  to  an  undivided 
interest.  And,  if  this  is  so,  it  shows  that  the  statute  intends  that 
the  claim  of  a  homestead  shall  be  made  only  in  respect  to  that 

- 1  Wolf  «.  Flei8chftcker,  &  Cal.  245,- opinion  by  Heydenfeldt,  J. 
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which  a  party  owns  and  occupies  in  severalty.  ♦  ♦  •  Where 
the  whole  tract  of  land  owned  in  common  does  not  exceed  the 
amount  exempt  for  a  homestead,  there  might  be  no  difficulty  in 
separating,  for  the  simple  reason  that  t^ere  would  be  nothing  to 
separate.  The  law  might  very  reasonably  provide  that  in  such 
case  the  undivided  interest  should  be  exempt.  So  it  might  also 
very  reasonably  provide  that  a  homestead  might  be  claimed  in 
any  undivided  interest,  establishing  at  the  same  time  some  mode 
by  which  it  should  be  set  apart  and  ascertained.  Perhaps  such 
provisions  would  be  no  more  than  the  spirit  of  the  constitutional 
provision  upon  this  subject  fairly  requires.  But  the  Legislature 
has  done  neither,  and  the  courts  cannot  supply  the  defect,  if  it  is 
one."^ 

§  1 86.  Continned  —  Rule  In  Vermont.  —  But  in  Vermont  and 
Iowa  the  force  of  these  reasons  is  denied,  or,  rather,  the  applica- 
bility of  them  to  their  statutes.  In  the  former  state  the  court 
*'  think  that  the  provisions  of  their  statute  are  adequate  to  ascer- 
tain and  set  out  the  homestead  right  in  such  a  case  ;  but  they  also 
say  that  the  existence  of  the  right  ought  not  to  be  affected  by  the 
consideration  that  the  statute  is  defectiye  in  not  making  a  suitable 
and  adequate  provisionybr  some  other  case ;  "  ^  meaning,  no  doubt, 
the  case  of  a  partition  between  the  owner  of  the  homestead  and 
his  co-tenant  —  a  thing  with  which  the  creditor  has  nothing 
to  do.. 

§  187.  Continued  —  Iowa.  — In  the  leading  case  in  Iowa  the 
court  say:  *'The  first  section  of  the  homestead  law  exempts 
from  judicial  sale  the  homestead  of  every  head  of  a  family,  when 
there  is  no  special  declaration  of  the  statute  to  the  contrary. 
The  only  exceptions  and  declarations  to  the  contrary  are  to  be 
found  in  sections  2280,  2281.'    Joint  tenancy  is  not  one  of  these." 

1  West  V,  Ward,  26  Wis.  680,  opinion  by  Paine,  J. 

«  McClary  r.  Bixby,  36  Vt  258.    And  see  Danforth  u.  Beattie,  48  Vt  188. 

*  These  exceptions  are  as  follows:  2  2280.  "But  the  homestead  is  liable  for  taxes 
accruing  exclusively  thereon,  and  the  whole,  or  a  sufficient  portion  thereof,  may  be 
sold  to  pay  the  same.  It  is  also  subject  to  mechanic's  liens  in  the  cases  provided  by 
law."  2  2281.  **It  may  also  be  sold  on  execution  for  debts  created  prior  to  the  pass- 
age of  this  law,  or  prior  to  the  purchase  of  such  homestead  (except  where  otherwise 
declared),  or  for  those  created  by  written  contract,  executed  by  the  persons  having  the 
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After  citing  the  reason  given  by  the  California  cases,  the  court 
proceeds :  "  Can  such  a  reason  be  rendered,  in  view  of  the  pro- 
vision of  our  statutes?  Suppose  the  defendant,  before  his 
undivided  interest,  was  attempted  to  be  extinguished  by  levy  and 
sale,  had  filed  a  petition,  setting  forth  in  connection  therewith 
his  homestead  right,  and  asking  thtvt  in  the  partition  it  should  be 
respected  and  secured  to  him  —  could  it  not  have  been  done  with- 
out diminishing  or  interfering  with  the  just  rights  of  his  co- 
tenants?  If  the  land  should  be  found  divisible  without  prejudice 
to  the  parties,  it  is  competent  for  the  referees  to  allot  the  shares 
to  their  respective  owners  without  having  the  same  drawn,  etc. 
Section  3617  of  the  Revision  of  1860  declares  that,  for  good, 
sufficient  reasons  offered  to  the  court,  the  referees  may  be  directed 
to  allot  particular  portions  of  land  to  particular  individuals. 
Under  the  discretion  and  power  given  to  referees  by  this  section, 
through  the  court,  we  do  not  see  why  the  homestead  may  not 
be  awarded  to  the  proper  owner  or  tenant  without  the  slightest 
detriment  to  his  co-tenants.  Independently  of  any  homestead 
right,  it  has  been  held  by  some  courts  that,  where  one  of  the 
joint  tenants  had  made  valuable  in)provements,  on  partition  sub- 
sequently made  he  would-  be  entitled  to  that  part  on  which 
improvements  had  been  made,  or  to  compensation.*  Such  a 
ruling  is  founded  in  obvious  justice  and  reason.  The  homestead 
right  is  derived  alone  from  the  statute,  but  cannot  be  claimed 
and  enforced  bv  one  tenant  in  common  to  the  detriment  of  his 
co-tenants.  Hence,  if  he  should  happen  to  have  erected  and 
occupied  a  homestead  on  a  piece  of  land  which  could  not  be 
partitioned  without  great  prejudice  to  his  co-tenants,  it  would 
have  to  be  sold ;  but,  in  that  event,  the  court  would  see  that  the 
value  of  the  homestead  and  improvements,  distinct  from  the 
land,  would  be  secured  to  the  party  at  whose  expense  and  labor 
they  had  been  made."* 


power  to  convey,  and  expressly  stipulating  that  the  homestead  is  liable  therefor.  But 
it  shall  not  in  such  cases  be  sold  except  to  supply  the  deficiency  remaining  after 
exhausting  the  other  property  of  the  debtor  which  is  liable  to  execution.*'  Bev. 
Iowa,  1860. 

*  Citing  Robinson  v.  McDonald,  11  Texas,  885. 

'  Thorn  v.  Thorn,  14  Iowa,  64,  opinion  by  Lowe,  J. 
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§  188.  Result  of  denyingr  Homestead  in  Estates  In  Com- 
mon. —  One  can  easily  imagine  cases  where  the  rule  that  there 
can  be  no  homestead  in  estates  held  in  common  would  work 
peculiar  hardship  to  poor  debtors,  and  defeat  the  apparent 
purposes  of  the  homestead  laws.  Thus,  the  parents  die,  leaving 
two  sons,  their  sole  heirs,  in  possession  of  the  home  farm. 
They,  finding  the  premises  incapable  of  an  equitable  paitition 
without  sale,  and  knowing  that  the  property  would  be  sacrificed 
by  sale,  determine  to  reside  together,  with  their  respective 
families,  in  the  common  dwelling,  and  work  the  farm  in  com- 
mon. Under  the  view  animadverted  upon,  neither  can  claim  a 
homestead  therein  as  against  creditors,  although  the  value  of 
his  interest  is  less  than  the  value  of  the  statutory  exemption. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  search  the  imagination  for  hard  case, 
for  the  books  furnish  them.  Thus,  in  one  case,  the  right  of 
homestead  was  denied  in  lands  held  by  a  hiisbandi  his  wifey 
and  their  child ^  as  tenants  in  common.^  It  was  also  denied,  in 
favor  of  a  creditor,  to  a  tenant  who  was  the  sole  occupant  of 
premises,  holding  title  to  an  undivided  seventeen-eighteeniks  of 
the  entire  estate,  which  title  he  had  purchased  under  the  belief 
that  he  had  acquired  the  entire  estate.*  The  absurdity  of  such 
rulings  is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that,  if  he  had  been  a  naked  tres- 
passer disputing  the  title  of  the  real  owner,  the  same  court 
would  have  accorded  to  him  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  as 
against  his  creditor.* 

§  189.  Whether  Alienation  of  undivided  Interest  destroys 
Homestead.  —  And  where,  when  acquired,  the  homestead  was 
held  ill  severalty,  the  conveyance  of  an  undivided  interest  was 
deemed  an  abandonment,  because  it  turned  it  into  a  co-tenancy.* 
Exactly  the  reverse  has  been  held  in  New  Hampshire  *  and  in 
Texas  .^  In  the  latter  state  a  husband  and  wife  conveyed,  in  the 
manner  prescribed  by  statute  for  passing  title  to  the  homestead, 

»  Giblin  v.  Jordan,  6  Cfil.  417. 

•  Seaton  v.  Son,  32  Cal.  481. 

»  Spencer  ».  Geissman,  87  Cal.  99 ;  Brooks  v,  Hyde,  37  Cal.  878. 

•  Killereberger  v.  Kopp,  6  Cal.  566. 
6  Horn  r.  Tufts,  89  N.  H.  478. 

•  Ferguson  t;.  Reed,  46  Texas,  684. 
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an  uiidivided  interest  in  property  which  formed  a  part  of  their 
homestead,  and  the  purchaser  sued  for  partition.  It  was  held 
that  the  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises  was  no  defense  to 
the  action.  The  court  said:  **The  objection  that  the  hmd  was 
a  part  of  the  appellant's  homestead  resolves  itself  into  the 
iissertion  of  this  broad  proposition :  that,  where  there  is  not  more 
than  two  hundred  acres  in  the  entire  tract,  if  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon goes  into  possession  and  resides  upon  the  land  with  his 
family,  it  becomes  his  homestead,  and  a  partition  cannot  be  had  at 
the  instance  of  the  other  part  owners,  through  the  court.  And 
especially  is  this  the  case  when,  from  its  nature,  the  property  is 
not  susceptible  of  an  actual  division.  The  constitutional  inhibi- 
tion against  the  forced  sales  of  homesteads,  it  is  believed,  has  no 
application  to  such  a  case,  and  can  be  given  no  such  unreason- 
able and  inequitable  construction.  The  right  of  the  occupant,  in 
whatever  light  we  regard  it,  can  only  extend,  as  between  the 
co-tenants,  to  his  part  of  the  land.  No  right  of  homestead  can 
attach  to  land  which  he  does  not  own.  Certainly  it  would  in 
effect  do  so  if,  by  reason  of  his  homestead,  he  could  deprive  the 
other  co-tenants  of  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  their  parts  of  it."  ^ 


ARTICLE  VI. — Exemptions  out  op  Personalty  held  in  Common. 

§  192.  Such  Exemptions  upheld. — Reminding  the  reader 
that  "  a  tenancy  in  common  may  exist  in  every  species  of  prop- 
erty, real,  personal,  or  mixed ,^  and  that  there  is  a  marked  dis- 
tinction between  the  interest  of  a  tenant  in  common  and  that  of 
a  partner,  we  proceed  to  state  that,  although  it  is  held  in  Califor- 
nia that  there  can  be  no  homestead  in  estates  held  in  joint  ten- 
ancy, or  in  common,^  and  none  in  a  partnership  estate,*  yet  the 
same  court  holds  that  personal  property,  which,  under  the  stat- 
ute of  that  state,  is  exempt  from  execution,  is  none  the  less 
exempt  because  the  debtor  owns  but  an  undivided  interest  in  it. 


*  Ferguson  v.  Reed,  46  Texas,  584,  per  Moore,  J. 
'  P*reeman  on  Co-tenancy  and  Partition,  {  88. 

»  Supra,  i  180. 

*  Kingaley  o.  Kingsley,  39  Cal.  666. 
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in  common  with  a  stranger  to  the  judgment.^  The  same  point 
was  ruled  in  the  same  way  in  a  case  in  New  York,  under  a  stat- 
ute exempting  *«  a  team  ovmed  by  a  person  being  a  house- 
holder," the  court  holding  that  a  debtor  who  '*  is  but  a  part-- 
owner  is  within  the  meaning  and  object  of  the  statute  as  much 
as  though  he  owned  the  whole  team  alone.  To  hold  that,  if  a 
poor  man  be  able  to  own  a  team  by  himself,  it  shall  not  be  liable 
to  sale  under  execution,  but,  if  he  be  too  poor  to  own  it  alone, 
and  joins  another  poor  man  in  making  the  purchase,  so  that  each 
has  but  halfth^  benefit  contemplated  by  the  Legislature,  then 
neither  shall  be  entitled  to  the  exemption,  would,  in  my  judg- 
ment," said  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  *'  be  a 
most  unreasonable  interpretation  of  the  law/'* 


ARTICLE  Vn. — Exemptions  out  of  Partnership  Assets. 

§  194.  Snch  Exemptions  generally  denied.  —  Do  the  same 
principles  apply  where  a  single  partner  claims  exemptions  out 
of  partnership  assets,  or  where  a  partnership  firm  claims  out  of 
such  assets  the  exemption  allowed  to  a  single  debtor?  If  the 
question  were  res  integra^  we  should  feel  no  doubt  that  it  ought 
to  be  answered  in  the  affirmative,  since  it  clearly  seems  to  have 
been  the  design  of  the  Legislatures  to  protect  to  a  defined  extent, 
in  the  hands  of  a  debtor,  whatever  is  vendible  under  an  execution 
as  his  ;  and  the  fact  that  a  man  has  his  available  means  invested 
in  a  partnership  venture  does  not  imply  that  he  will  be  any  the 
less  in  need  of  the  legislative  bounty.  But  it  will  not  be  neces- 
sary to  enlarge  this  discussion  (1),  because  the  subject  has  been 
gone  over  in  the  preceding  subdivisions,    and  (2)  because  the 

^  Servant!  v.  Lusk,  48  Oal.  238.  The  property  in  question  in  this  case  consisted  of 
a  span  of  horses,  harness,  and  wagon,  iised  in  canying  vegetables  from  a  fkrm  to 
market.  , 

•^  Radcliffr.  Wood,  26  Barb.  52;  Albany  General  Term,  1857;  Wright,  Harris,  and 
G-ould,  JJ. ;  opinion  by  Harris,  J.  It  may  be  observed  here  that*  although  the  horse 
in  question  in  this  case  is  spoken  of  in  one  place  by  the  reporter  as  "partnership 
property,"  yet  nothing  appears  in  the  case  resembling  a  commercial  partnership.  On 
the  other  hand,  '*the  defendants  proved  facts  tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  and 
Sbultis  owned  the  horse  as  teTianU  in  common.^*  And  this  was  evidently  the  theory 
of  the  case  all  round.  I  have,  therefore,  cited  this  case  here,  and  not  under  the  next 
subdivision. 
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couits  have,  by  a  very  decided  weight  of  authority,  settled  the 
doctrine  that  those  statutes  do  not  contemplate  the  setting  apart 
of  exempt  property  out  of  partnership  assets.  The  cases  will 
be  adverted  to  further  on. 

§  195.  Difference  between  Title  of  Partner  and  Title  of  Co- 
tenant. —  The  difference  between  the  title  of  a  partner  and  that 
of  a  tenant  in  common  is  very  marked.  We  will  advert  to  but 
one  or  two  points  of  divergence :  First,  a  partner  enjoys  a  limited 
right  oi  survivorship — that  is,  he  may  wind  up  the  estate,  and  is 
entitled  to  hold  possession  of  the  assets  for  that  purpose,  but,  this 
being  done,  he  must  pay  over  the  severable  interest  of  his  deceased 
partner  to  his  {personal  representative  ;^  but  in  tenancy  in  com- 
mon there  is  no  survivorship.'  Second,  a  partner  cannot,  without 
the  consent  of  his  copartners,  convey  to  a  stranger  his  interest  in 
the  partnership  assets,  for  the  nature  of  every  full  partnership  im- 
plies a  contribution  by  each  partner  of  his  personal  services  and  of 
his  personal  credit ;  and  it  is,  hence,  obvious  that  he  cannot,  with- 
out consent  of  his  copartners,  or  unless  this  privilege  is  accorded  to 
him  in  the  articles  of  copartnership,  substitute  a  stranger  to  the 
position  he  thus  occupies.  But  a  tenant  in  common  is  at  liberty 
to  convey,  to  any  one  he  chooses,  his  undivided  interest,  and  his 
grantee  may  demand  partition.  He  '*buys  in,  or  sells  out,  or 
incumbers  his  interest  at  pleasure,  regardless  of  the  knowledge, 
or  consent,  or  wishes  of  his  co-proprietors,  and  without  affecting 
the  legal  relations  existing  between  them  beyond  the  going  out 
of  one  and  the  coming  in  of  another.  This  cannot  be  done  where 
a  copartnership  exists.  One  cannot  buy  in  or  sell  out  of  a  part- 
nership at  pleasure.  Such  an  act  would,  of  itself,  work  a  dissolu- 
tion of  the  partnership,  and  necessitate  its  final  settlement  and 
closing  out.  A  tenancy  in  common  results  from  a  rule  of  law  by 
which  it  is  also  controlled  and  governed.  A  partnership,  on  the 
contrary,  is  the  result  of  agreement  between  parties,  which  also 
supplies  the  rules  for  its  government.  The  former  relation  is 
undisturbed  by  a  change  of  tenants,  but  the  latter  admits  of  no 
change  as  to  its  members ;  and,  where  a  change  takes  place  by  the 

»  Dyer  v.  Clark,  6  Mete.  662. 
s  Pond  V,  KimbaU,  101  Mass.  106. 
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consent  and  agreement  of  all  the  parties  concerned,  the  old  finn 
is  thereby  dissolved  and  a  new  one  created.  Thus  the  incidents 
annexed  to  each  have  a  different  origin,  and  are  diverse.  Also, 
the  proceedings  for  a  dissolution  of  these  relations  are  different, 
and  are  grounded  upon  entirely  different  facts.  As  to  the  first, 
the  mere  desire  of  one  of  the  tenants  is  sufficient  to  set  the  courts 
in  motion ;  but,  as  to  the  latter,  cause  must  be  shown."  ^  Third, 
in  order  to  sever  the  interest  of  a  partner  from  that  of  his  copart- 
ners, an  accounting  between  the  partners  is  necessary ;  but  the 
interest  of  a  co-tenant  is  ordinarily  severed  by  r  partition  merely.* 

§  196.  Single  Partaer  cannot  claini  Exemption  out  of  Firm 
Assets.  —  That  a  single  partner  cannot  claim  an  exemption  out 
of  unsevered  partnership  assets  is  settled  by  a  decided  weight  of 
authority.* 

§  197.    Reasons  given  for  the  Rule  —  Pond  v.  Kimball. — 

Among  the  cases  which  unite  in  declaring  this  rule,  the  best  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  is,  perhaps,  found  in  the  case  in  Massachu- 
setts. **  There  are  many  difficulties,"  said  the  court,  "in  the 
way  of  applying  it  [the  exemption  law]  to  the  case  of  copart- 
ners and  joint  owners,  and  these  difficulties  we  find  to  be  insu- 
perable. Property  purchased  with  the  joint  funds  of  the  firm, 
and  constituting  a  poition  of  its  capital,  must  necessai-ily  be  sub- 
ject to  all  the  incidents  of  partnership  property.  On  the  decease 
of  one  member  of  the  firm  it  would  go  to  the  surviving  member, 
and  he  would  have  a  right  to  hold  it,  to  be  used  in  settling  the 
affairs  of  the  concern  and  paying  its  debts.  In  the  case  of  nu- 
merous partners,  can  it  be  said  that  each  would  have  the  right 

^  Bradley  v.  Harkness,  26  Cal.  77,  opinion  by  Sanderson,  0.  J. 

'  For  a  clear  discussion  of  these  distinctions  the  reader  is  advised  to  consult  the 
learned  and  accurate  treatise  of  Mr.  Freeman  on  Go-tenancy  and  Partition,  {{  111 
et  8eg. 

8  He  Handlin,  8  Dill.  290;  Pond  v,  Kimball,  101  Mass.  106;  GuptU  v.  McFee,  9 
Kan.  30 ;  Re  Smith,  2  Hughes,  807 ;  Bonsall  v,  Conely,  44  Pa,  St  447 ;  Wright  v, 
Pratt,  31  Wis.  99 ;  lie  Price,  6  N.  B.  R  400 ;  Re  Blodgett,  10  N.  B.  R  145 ;  aegg  t». 
Houston,  1  Phila.  Rep.  362;  s.  c,  9  Leg.  Int  67;  Kingsley  ».  Kingsley,  89  Cal.  665; 
Russell  V.  Lennon,  89  Wis.  670  (overruling  Gilman  v.  Williams,  7  Wis.  329) ;  Amph- 
leU  V.  Hibbard,  29  Mich.  298;  The  State  v.  Spencer,  64  Mo.  856;  Cktylord  v.  Imhoff, 
26  Ohio  St  317 ;  Re  Boothroyd,  14  K.  B.  R  228 ;  Rhodes  v.  WUliams,  12  Kev.  20,  28. 
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to  claim,  as  exempt  from  attachment  for  the  joint  debts,  one 
hundred  dollars'  worth  of  material  arid  stock ;  or  is  the  whole 
firm  to  be  considered  as  one  debtor  only?  Does  the  exempted 
property,  in  that  case,  belong  to  the  partners  jointly,  or  does 
each  take  a  separate  share?  It  appears  to  us  that  the  statute 
is  intended  to  apply  only  to  the  case  of  a  single  and  individual 
debtor.  The  exemption  which  it  gives  is  strictly  personal.  The 
statute  speaks  in  the  singular  number  throughout,  unless,  possi- 
bly, the  clause  as  to  fishermen^  be  an  exception.  Its  apparent 
object  is  to  secure  to  the  debtor  the  means  of  supporting  himself 
and  his  family,  by  following  his  trade  or  handicraft,  with  tools 
belonging  to  himself.  It  also  provides  that  his  family  are  to  be 
secured  in  the  enjoyment  of  certain  indispensable  comforts  and 
necessaries  out  of  his  property.  But  property  belonging  to  the 
firm  cannot  be  said  to  belong  to  either  partner  as  his  separate 
property.  He  has  no  exclusive  interest  in  it-  It  belongs  as 
much  to  his  partner  as  it  does  to  him,  and  cannot,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  be  appropriated  (so  long  as  it  remains  undivided)  to 
the  benefit  of  his  family.  It  may  be  wholly  contingent  and 
uncertain  whether  any  of  it  will  belong  to  him  on  the  winding-up 
of  the  business  and  the  settlement  of  his  accounts  with  the  firm. 
The  exemption,  in  our  opinion,  is  several,  and  not  joint.  It 
applies  to  the  debtor  in  the  singular  number,  and  is  personal 
and  individual  only.  If  he  desires  to  form  a  partnership,  and 
combine  his  means  with  those  of  one,  or  more  than  one,  other 
person,  he  must  take  the  precaution  to  retain  exclusive  owner- 
ship of  his  tools  and  implements,  allowing  the  use  of  them  to 
his  associates,  or  he  will  lose  entirely  the  benefit  of  the  statutory 
exemptions  as  to  that  kind  of  property."  * 

§  198.    Reasons  for  the  Rule  continued —  Guptil  v.  McFee. 

—  The  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas,  in  discussing  the  rule,  say 
that  they  could  not,  if  they  would,  add  anything  to  the  fore- 
going reasons  given  by  the  Massachusetts  court.     **  That  our 

1  Gen.  Stat  Maas.,  ch.  188,  {  82,  cl.  9. 

'  Pond  V.  KimbaU,  101  Mass.  105,  opinion  by  Ames,  J.  In  Eussell  v.  Lennon,  89 
Wis.  574,  the  opinion  is  expressed  by  Ryan,  C.  J.,  that  the  difficulties  thus  expressed 
by  the  Massachusetts  court  are  insuperable.  In  G-aylord  v,  Imhoff,  26  Ohio  St  817, 
similar  reasons  are  expressed  by  Gilmore,  J.,  in  vexy  forcible  language. 
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statute,"  continued  the  court,  "  exempts  property  in  favor  of 
individuals  only,  and  not  in  favor  of  copartnerships  or  coipora- 
tions,  we  would  suppose  would  be  hardly  controverted  ;  and  yet 
it  seems  to  be  controverted  in  this  very  action.  The  plaintiffs  in 
this  action  sue  jointly,  as  partners.  They  claim,  as  partners, 
that  the  property  is  exempt.  The  property  has  never  been 
divested  of  its  partnership  character.  Now,  if  it  be  admitted 
that  our  statute  exempts  property  in  favor  of  a  copartnership  or 
corporation,  will  it  be  claimed  that  such  copartnership  or  cor- 
poration may  take  four  hundred  dollars'  worth  only  of  stock  in 
trade,  as  an  individual  may,  or  will  it  be  claimed  that  such 
copartnership  or  coiporation  may  take  an  amount  equal  to  four 
hundred  dollars  for  each  individual  member  of  the  copartnership 
or  corporation,  let  the  number  of  such  members  be  great  or 
small?  And  how  is  it  to  be  determined  whether  the  copartner- 
ship or  corporation  will  desire  to  reserve  anything  as  exempt? 
May  a  majoHty  of  the  members  determine  the  matter?  Or  may 
those  who  own  an  interest  greater  than  one-half  determine  the 
matter?  And  will  the  minority,  or  those  who  represent  the  less 
interest,  be  governed  by  the  majority,  or  those  who  represent  the 
greater  interest,  or  vice  versa?  If  one  portion  of  the  members 
is  not  to  be  governed  by  the  other  portion,  or  if  four  hundred 
dollars'  worth  of  property  is  to  be  exempt  in  favor  of  some  of 
the  members  and  not  in  favor  of  others,  how  is  the  exempted 
property  to  be  separated  from  the  balance?  Can  the  oflBcer  effect 
the  separation?  Can  any  number  of  the  members  less  than  a 
majority,  or  can  even  a  majority,  do  it?  Some  of  the  members 
may  have  a  great  interest  in  the  copartnership  or  corporation ; 
others  may  have  only  a  small  interest.  Some  members  of  a 
copartnership  have  only  a  slight  interest  in  the  profits  of  the 
business.  But,  if  we  adopt  the  theory  —  which  is  the  true  one — 
that  the  exemption  is  in  favor  of  individuals  only,  and  not  in 
favor  of  copartnerships  or  corporations,  we  are  equally  led  to 
the  conclusion  that  partnership  property  is  not  exempt  from 
execution.  •  ♦  ♦  Suppose  the  firm  should  consist  of  twenty 
mfembers ;  could  they  hold,  in  the  aggregate,  $8,000  worth  of 
•stock  in  trade'  exempt  from  execution,  and  continue  to  do 
business  on  it  without  paying  their  partnership  debts,  or  would 
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they  be  confined  to  $400  worth?  And  suppose  that  nineteen  of 
the  membei*s  had  no  property  in  the  world  not  exempt  from 
execution,  and  that  the  twentieth  one  had  an  abundance  outside 
of  the  copartnership  property ;  could  these  nineteen,  by  claiming 
their  exemptions,  compel  the  twentieth  one  to  pay  all  the  copart- 
nership debts?  And  suppose  this  twentieth  one  owned  nearly 
all  the  capital  that  had  been  put  into  the  copartnership ;  could 
the  nineteen  hold  their  exeifiptions,  not  only  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  firm  and  others,  but  also  against  this  twentieth 
member?  We  think  not.  One  partner  has  just  as  much  right 
to  control  the  disposition  of  partnership  property  as  another. 
One  partner  has  just  as  much  right  to  say  that  a  certain  specific 
article  of  partnership  property  shall  not  be  exempt  as  another 
has  to  say  that  it  shall  be  exempt.  In  fact  he  has  a  better  right, 
for  the  partnership  was  certainly  not  created  for  the  purpose  of 
holding  property  exempt  from  execution.  If  a  party  desires  to 
retain  his  personal  property  as  exempt  from  execution,  he  must 
either  not  put  it  into  a  copartnership  or  he  must  get  it  out  of  a 
copartnership,  and  make  it  his  own  exclusively,  before  an  execu- 
tion agaiyst  the  firm  is  levied  on  it.  If  the  execution  should  be 
against  him  alone,  we  of  course  express  no  opinion.  Neither 
do  we  express  any  opinion  where  his  interest  in  the  property  is 
fixed  and  certain  —  as  a  joint  interest,  or  an  interest  in  common, 
or  an  interest  consisting  of  an  aliquot  part  —  and  not  merely  a 
contingent  copartnership  interest."^ 

§  199.  Beasons  for  the  Bole  continued — Clegg  v.  Houb- 
ton*  —  In  Clegg  V.Houston,  determined  in  the  District  Court  of 
Philadelphia,  on  a  point  reserved,  the  reasoning  is  quite  as  forci- 
ble :  '*  No  one  of  the  members  of  a  copartnership  has  a  separate 
property  in  the  partnership  effects.  The  ownership  is  a  joint 
one,' and  resides  in  the  firm.  The  partnership  effects  are  pri- 
marily liable  for  partnership  debts,  so  that  a  sale  under  an 
execution  against  one  of  the  partners  does  not  enable  the  pur- 
chaser to  demand  the  possession  of  anything  corporally  set  up 
for  sale.     It  may  be  levied  on  the  next  moment  for  a  partnership 

*  Guptil  V.  McFee,  9  Kan.  85-87,  opinion  by  Valentine,  J. 
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debt,  and  the  right  to  possess  and  retain  it  will  be  acquired  at 
once  by  the  sheriff's  vendee.  If,  therefore,  the  individual  part- 
ner could  require  delivery  by  the  sheriff  of  partnership  effects 
seized  on  execution  for  a  partnership  debt,  he  would  be  enabled 
to  possess  himself  of  property  that  he  never  owned  before,  and 
for  which,  as  an  individual,  he  has  given  no  value  ;  and,  in  case 
another  of  the  firm  should  happen  to  have  private  property  worth 
three  hundred  dollars,  for  which  hfe  obtained  exemption,  his  co- 
partner, who  might  be  so  fortunate  as  to  have  none  in  his  own 
right,  could  extract  three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  the  partner- 
ship effects  from  the  grasp  of  the  execution,  and,  consequently, 
from  the  reduction  of  the  partnership  liabilities,  and  hold  the 
same  to  the  common  detriment  as  well  of  his  copartners  as  of 
their  joint  creditors.  No  such  injustice  could  have  been  intended 
by  the  Legislature,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  language  of  the 
act  of  Assembly  which  gives  countenance  to  such  an  idea.  The 
letter  and  spirit  of  the  enactment  are  entirely  consonant  with  the 
plain  principles  of  justice."  * 

§  200.  Reasons  drawn  from  the  Phraseology  of  the  Bank- 
rupt Act.  —  In  passing  upon  the  question,  in  view  of  the  provisions 
of  the  Bankrupt  Act  relating  to  the  exemptions  allowed  the  bank- 
rupt, the  judges  say  that  *'  the  words  of  the  act  of  Congress  man- 
ifestly refer  only  to  separate  property  of  the  debtor."  ^  **  By  the 
thirty-sixth  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,"  •  said  another  judge, 

1  Clegg  V,  Houston,  1  Phila.  Rep.  353 ;  Phila.  Dia.  Ot,  opinion  by  Stroud,  J. 

«  He  Hafer,  1  N.  B.  R.  547,  Cadwalader,  J. 

*  The  language  of  this  section,  as  it  stood  in  the  Statutes  at  Large,  was  as  foUowa : 
"That,  where  two  or  more  persons  who  are  partners  in  trade  shall  be  adjudged  bank- 
rupt, either  on  the  petition  of  such  partners  or  any  one  of  them,  or  on  the  petition  of 
any  creditor  of  the  partners,  a  warrant  shall  issue  in  the  manner  provided  by  this  act, 
upon  which  all  the  joint  stock  and  property  of  the  copartnership,  and  also  all  the 
B'^parate  estate  of  each  of  the  partners,  shall  be  taken,  excepting  such  parts  thereof  as 
are  hereinbefore  excepted ;  and  all  the  creditors  of  the  company,  and  the  separate 
creditors  of  each  partner,  shall  be  allowed  to  prove  their  respective  debts ;  and  the 
assignee  shall  be  chosen  by  the  creditors  of  the  company,  and  shall  also  keep  separate 
accounts  of  the  joint  stock  or  property  of  the  copartnership  and  of  the  separate  estate 
of  each  member  thereof;  and,  after  deducting  out  of  the  whole  amount  received  by 
such  assignee  the  whole  of  the  expenses  and  disbursements,  the  net  proceeds  of  the  joint 
stock  shall  be  appropriated  to  pay  the  creditors  of  the  copartnership,  and  the  net  pro- 
ceeds of  the  separate  estate  of  each  partner  shall  be  appropriated  to  pay  his  separate 
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"  it  is  provided  that,  after  deducting  out  of  the  whole  amount  of 
the  partnership  assets  the  whole  of  the  expenses  and  disburse- 
ments, the  net  proceeds  shall  be  appropriated  to  pay  the  partner- 
ship creditors,  and,  if  there  be  any  surplus,  it  shall  be  appro- 
priated to  the  separate  estate  of  each  partner;  and  then  only 
this  surplus  becomes  liable  to  the  provisions  of  the  fourteenth 
section  of  said  act,  in  reference  to  exemptions  under  state  laws."  ^ 

§  201.  Continued  —  Be  Handlin.  —  In  the  case  of  Handlin, 
determined  under  the  provisions  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1867, 
in  connection  with  the  Constitution  of  Arkansas,  adoj^ted  in 
1868,  Dillon,  J.,  after  drawing  from  the  phraseology  of  section 
36  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  a  conclusion  unfavorable  to  the  theory 
that  exemptions  can  be  allowed  the  bankrupt  partners  out  of  firm 
assets,  discusses  the  question  on  general  grounds,  as  follows : 
"  Section  36  relates  to  the  bankruptcy  of  partnerships,  and  con- 
tains the  provision  that,  when  persons  who  are  partners  in  trade 
are  adjudged  bankrupt,  '  a  warrant  shall  issue,  upon  which  all 
the  joint  stock  and  property  of  the  copartnership,  and  also  all 
the  separate  estate  of  each  of  the  partners,  shall  be  taken,  except-- 
ing  such  parts  thereof  as  are  hei^einbefore  excepted.^  That  is,  all 
of  the  firm  property  is  to  be  seized  on  the  warrant,  and  all  of  the 
individual  property  of  the  partners,  except  such  of  the  individual 
property  as  is  exempted  to  the  partners  severally.  And  the 
further  provision  is  that,  after  deducting  expenses  and  disburse- 
ments, *  the  net  proceeds  of  the  joint  stock  shall  be  appropriated 

creditors ;  and,  if  there  shall  be  any  balance  of  the  separate  estate  of  any  partner  after 
the  payment  of  his  separate  debts,  such  balance  shall  be  added  to  the  joint  stock  for 
the  payment  of  the  joint  creditors ;  and,  if  there  shall  be  any  balance  of  the  joint  stock 
after  payment  of  the  joint  debts,  such  balance  shall  be  divided  and  appropriated  to 
and  among  the  separate  estates  of  the  several  partners  according  to  their  respective 
right  and  Interest  therein,  and  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  partnership  had  been  dis- 
solved without  any  bankruptcy ;  and  the  sum  so  appropriated  to  the  separate  estate  of 
each  partner  shall  be  applied  to  che  payment  of  his  separate  debts;  and  the  certificate 
of  discharge  shall  be  granted  or  refused  to  each  partner  aa  the  same  would  or  ought  to  be 
if  the  proceedings  had  been  against  him  alone  under  this  act ;  and  in  all  other  respects 
the  proceedings  against  partners  shall  be  conducted  in  the  like  manner  as  if  they  had 
been  commenced  and  prosecuted  against  one  person  alone.  If  such  copartners  reside 
in  different  districts,  that  court  in  which  the  petition  is  first  filed  shaU  retain  exclusive 
jurisdiction  over  the  case."  14  U.  S.  Stat  684,  {  86. 
1  JU  Price,  6  N.  B.  R.  400. 
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to  pay  the  creditors  of  the  copartnership,  and  the  net  proceeds 
of  the  separate  estate  of  each  partner  shall  be  appropriated  to 
pay  his  separate  creditors,*  etc.  Taken  all  together,  this  lan- 
guage does  not  contain  anything  to  favor,  but  much  to  contravene, 
the  notion  that  individual  exemptions  should  be  allowed  out  of 
the  partnership  estate.*'* 

§  202.  Applications  of  the  Bale — Bankruptcy.  —  The  rule 
thus  announced  applies  under  the  Bankrupt  Act,^  and  under  the 
Constitution  of  Arkansas,  adopted  in  1868,"  in  case  of  the  6anA> 
ruptcy  of  a  partnership  firm,  so  as  to  exclude  the  individual 
members  of  the  firm  from  claiming  exemptions  out  of  the  firm 
assets.*  It  produces  the  same  result  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  in 
connection  with  the  exemption  laws  of  Pennsylvania,*  of  Mary- 
land,* and  of  Michigan.^  And  where,  in  a  case  in  bankruptcy  in 
Virginia,  goods  had  been  set  apart  as  exempt  to  the  members  of 
a  bankrupt  firm  by  appraisers  appointed  by  the  court,  under  an 
order  permitting  the  bankrupts  to  retain  the  custody  of  the  goods 
until  the  appraisement,  and,  after  the  appraisement  and  the  report 
of  the  appraisers,  the  bankrupts  sold  the  goods  without  the  con- 
currence of  their  wives,  and  the  district  judge  died,  his  successor 
on  the  bench  reinvested  the  assignee  with  the  goods,  on  the 
grounds  (1)  that  his  predecessor  erred  in  determining  that 
there  could  be  an  exemption  in  partnership  assets  at  all;  (2) 
that  the  proceedings  setting  apart  the  property  to  the  bank- 
rupts were  irregular,  because  they  did  not  conform  to  the  law 
of  Virginia  relating^  to  exemptions  ;  and  (3)  that  the  purchaser 
took  no  title,  because  the  wives  of  the  bankrupts  did  not  join  in 
the  conveyance,  as  required  by  the  Virginia  statute.' 

1  Re  Handlin,  8  Dill.  293,  opinion  by  Dillon,  J. 
«  II 14,  36 ;  U.  S.  Rev.  Stat.,  §J  5045,  5121. 
»  Art  12,  1 1. 

*  Re  Handlin,  3  Dill.  290,  opinion  by  Dillon,  J. 

*  Re  Hafer,  1  N.  B.  R.  647,  opinion  by  Cadwalader,  J. 

*  Re  Price,  6  N.  B.  R.  400,  opinion  by  Giles,  J. 

^  Re  Blodgett,  10  N.  B.  R.  145,  opinion  by  Longyear,  J. 

8  Re  Smith,  2  Hughes,  807,  opinion  by  Hughes,  J.  The  writer  ventures  to  express 
the  opinion  that  the  above  case  is  not  entitled  to  much  respect  as  an  authority,  (1) 
because  the  proceedings  of  the  former  court,  held  by  the  late  Judge  Underwood,  ap- 
praising and  setting  apart  the  property,  were  res  jttdicata^  a  finality  which  his  succea- 
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§  203.  ApplicaHons  of  the  Rule  continued  —  Executions  for 
Partnership  Debts. — ^The  rule  has  been  held  to  deny  to  a  part- 
nership firm,  out  of  property  levied  upon  for  a  firm  debt,  an 
exemption  which  a  single  person  could  claim  out  of  his  own 
property  if  it  were  levied  upon  for  his  individual  debt.^  This 
conclusion  seems  to  involve  the  absurdity  of  declaring  that 
the  sum  does  not  include  its  parts.  The  Kansas  case  was  that 
of  two  butchers  who  had  associated  themselves  together  in  the 
business  of  slausrhterinjs^  animals  and  retailing^  meats.  The 
property  levied  upon  consisted  of  a  sf^all  stock  of  meats,  and 
their  knives,  cleavers,  kettles,  and  other  tools  of  their  trade,  of 
the  value  of  $241.80.  The  statute  provided  that  <*  every  person 
residing  in  this  state  and  being  the  head  of  a  family  shall  have, 
exempt  from  seizure  and  sale  upon  any  attachment,  execution,  or 
other  process  issued  from  any  court  in  this  state,  the  following 
articles  of  personal  property  ;  •  •  •  Eighth,  the  necessary 
tools  and  implements  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person, 
used  and  kept  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade  or  busi- 
ness, and  in  addition  thereto  stock  in  trade  not  exceeding  four 
hundred  dollars  in  value."'  It  was  held  that  the  partners  could 
claim  no  exemption  under  this  statute,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons: First,  because  the  articles  levied  upon  <*  were  all  part- 
nership goods,  still  in  the  hands  of  the  firm  against  whom 
the  execution  issued,  and,  hence,  the  exemption  law  does  not 
apply;"  second,  because  **they  were  principally,  if  not  en- 
tirely, goods  bought  to  be  sold  again  as  merchandise,  and  were 
not  the  goods,  the  tools,  implements,  or  stock  in  trade  of  a 
mechanic,  miner,  or  some  other  person  who  earned  his  livelihood 
in  whole  or  in  part  by  the  use  of  tools  or  implements,  and  to 

8or  ought  not  to  have  disturbed ;  (2)  because  the  state  laws,  although  under  the  act  of 
Congress  they  ftimish  the  rule  of  procedure  as  to  the  amount  of  property  which  shall 
be  set  apart  as  exempt  to  the  bankrupt,  cannot  possibly  furnish  to  the  bankruptcy 
court  a  controlling  rule  of  procedure  as  to  the  mode  of  setting  it  off;  (3)  because,  after 
the  property  had  been  set  apart  to  the  bankrupts,  neither  the  creditors  nor  their  rep- 
resentatiye,  the  assignee,  had  any  concern  with  the  manner  in  which  they  had  conveyed 
it  to  a  third  person. 

>  Guptil  V.  McFee,  9  Kan.  81 ;  Russell  «•  Lennon,  89  Wis.  670  (oyerruling  Gil- 
man  V,  Williams,  7  T^is.  829);  Pond  o.  Kimball,  101  Mass.  106;  Gaylord  v.  Im- 
hoff,  26  Ohio  St  817 ;  State  v.  Spencer,  64  Ho.  866. 

s  Gen.  Stat  Kan.  1868,  ch.  88,  {  8. 
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the  exercise  of  whose  trade  or  business   tools  or  implements 
were  necessary.*'  ^ 

§  204.  Continued. — In  the  Wisconsin  case  the  partners  were 
"  tinners  and  jobbers."  The  debt  was  a  partnership  debt.  The 
property  levied  on  was  ** tools  and  stock  in  trade"  **in  their 
store."  The  statute  exempts  many  specific  articles  appropriate 
to  the  use  of  families,  and  also  **  the  tools  and  implements  or 
stock  in  trade  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person,  used  and 
kept  for  the  purpose  of  Carrying  on  his  trade  or  business,  not 
exceeding  tvvo  hundred  dollars  in  value."*  The  partners  ''se- 
lected tools  and  stock  in  trade  to  the  estimated  value  of  two 
hundred  dollars,"  which  the  sheriff  surrendered  to  them.  In 
addition  to  this  they  made  the  following  demand :  *'  We,  the 
undersigned,  each  for  himself,  demands  as  a  personal  right  his 
interest  in  the  following  schedule  of  property  as  exempt  from 
levy  or  sale  on  execution,  and  that  you  set  the  same  apart,  and 
return  the  same  to  us  in  the  same  condition  it  was  seized  on  by 
you."  Here  followed  an  enumeration  of  all  the  articles  levied 
upon.  The  sheriff  refused  to  comply  with  their  demand,  and 
the  parties  jointly  brought  suit  for  the  recovery  of  the  property 
and  for  damages.  The  court  held  that  the  action  could  not  be 
maintained.'  It  may  be  remarked  that  this  is  not  as  hard  a  case 
as  that  in  Kansas,  previously  quoted ;  because  here  the  sheriff 
appears  to  have  allowed  the  partners  as  much  as  one  person  was 
entitled  to  claim  under  the  designation  of  "  tools,  implements, 
or  stock  in  trade." 

§  205.  Continued.  —  Very  similar  in  facts  was  the  case  in 
Massachusetts.  The  property  attached  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ants as  copartners.  It  appears  to  have  been  attached  for  a 
partnership  debt ;  and  the  partners  sued  the  sheriff  jointly  in  tort 
for  attaching  it.  The  statute  provided  that  there  shall  be  exempt 
*'the  tools,  implements,  and  fixtures  necessary  for  carrying  on 
his  trade  or  business,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  in  value ; 

*  Guptil  V.  McFee,  9  Kan.  84,  opinion  by  Valentine,  J. 
«  2  Taylor's  Stat  Wis.  1650,  {  82,  subsec.  9. 

*  BusseU  V,  McLennon,  89  Wis.  570,  opinion  by  Ryan,  0.  J. ;  Cole,  J.,  dissenting. 
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materials  and  stock  designed  and  procured  by  him,  and  necessary 
for  carrying  on  his  trade  or  business,  and  intended  to  be  used  or 
wrought  therein,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  in  value."  ^ 
The  business  of  the  paituers  is  not  stated  in  the  report ;  but 
the  property  attached  «*  had  been  procured  by  them  to  be  used  in 
their  shop  as  appropriate  to,  and  usual  in,  the  prosecution  of  their 
joint  business/'  A  portion  of  it  fell  within  the  description  of 
**  tools  and  implements*'  necessary  in  the  prosecution  of  their 
trade  and  business,  and  another  portion  within  that  of  *'  materials 
and  stock  "  **  necessary  for  the  same  pui-pose,  and  intended  to  be 
used  and  wrought  therein/'  The  plaintiffs  claimed  that  on  both 
of  these  grounds  a  portion  of  the  property,  at  least,  was  exempt 
from  attachment;  but  the  court  ruled  otherwise,  and  ordered 
judgment  for  the  defendant.* 

§  206.  Gontiimed.  —  In  the  Ohio  case,  under  a  judgment 
against  a  partnership  firm,  an  execution  was  levied  upon  a  lease- 
hold and  machinery  belonging  to  the  defendants  as  copartners. 
The  defendants  then  severally  demanded  the  exemptions  out  of 
the  property  allowed  by  a  statute  declaring  that  ''  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  any  resident  of  Ohio,  being  the  head  of  a  family  and 
not  the  owner  of  a  homestead,  to  hold  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  •  •  *  personal  property,  to  be  selected  by  such  person, 
his  agent,  or  attorney,  at  any  time  before  sale,  not  exceeding  five 
hundred  dollars  in  value,  in  addition  to  the  amount  of  chattel 
property  now  bylaw  exempted.'"  This  the  sheriff  refused  to 
do  ;  but,  on  motion,  the  court  below  gave  to  each  of  the  partners, 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  property,  the  sum  of  $500. 
This  was  held  error.* 

§  207.   Continued — No  Homestead  in  Partnership  Realty. — 

Although,  at  law,  partners  in  respect  of  partnership  realty  are 
treated  as  tenants  in  common,^  yet  two  cases  hold  that  there  can 


^  Gen.  Stat  Mass.,  cb.  133,  {  32,  subsecs.  6^  6. 
«  Pond  V.  Kimball,  101  Mass.  106. 

*  66  Laws  Ohio,  50. 

*  Gavlord  v.  Imboff,  26  Obio  St  817. 

*  Freeman  on  Co-tenancy  and  Partition,  {  119. 
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be  no  right  of  homestead  in  property  so  held.^  And  a  late  case 
in  Nevada  goes  further,  and  denies  the  right  of  homestead  in 
premises  which  have  been  purchased  and  improved,  in  whole  or 
in  pai*t,  with  funds  withdrawn  from  the  assets  of  a  partnership 
firm  which  had  become  insolvent.*  But,  in  a  well-considered 
case  in  Iowa,  the  principle  is  laid  down  that  the  interest  of  a 
partner  in  realty  belonging  to  the  fiim  is  an  interest  in  the  land 
itself,  and  not  in  the  stock  or  capital  of  the  firm  represented  by 
the  land.  He,  therefore,  holds  an  equitable  title  to  an  undivided 
interest  in  such  lands,  and  is,  so  far  as  it  concerns  the  rights  of 
himself  and  his  copartners  inter  «e«e,  a  tenant  in  common  with 
them.  If,  under  this  title  and  tenancy,  he  holds  possession  of 
the  land  and  occupies  it  as  a  homestead,  neither  the  fact  that  he 
is  a  tenant  in  common  only,  nor  that  his  title  is  equitable  merely, 
will  defeat  his  homestead  claim.  Where,  therefore,  a  partner 
executed  a  mortgage  on  partnership  lands  to  secure  his  individual 
note,  and  a  part  of  such  land  was  occupied  as  his  homestead,  and 
his  wife  did  not  release  her  riffht  of  homestead  therein,  she  was 
allowed  to  assert  this  right  as  against  the  mortgagee.* 

§  208.  Continued  —  Widow  of  Partner  denied  Homestead 
after  Settlement  of  Partnersliip  Estate.  —  In  the  case  in  Cali- 
fornia a  widow's  petition  showed  that  certain  premises  had  been 
occupied  by  her  and  her  husband  up  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
but  that  they  were  held  as  the  partnership  assets  of  a  firm  of  two 
members,  of  which  her  husband  was  one ;  that,  since  the  death 
of  her  husband,  the  premises  had  been  set  off  to  his  estate,  upon 
proceedings  for  the  partition  of  the  real  estate  of  the  firm.  She, 
therefore,  prayed  to  have  the  premises  set  apart  to  her  as  her 
homestead.  This  relief  the  Probate  Court  granted;  but  the 
Supreme  Court  denied  it,  and,  as  the  reader  will  be  curious  to 
know  upon  what  grounds,  we  quote  the  following  from  the 
opinion  of  the  court:  **The  right  of  the  petitioner  to  have  a 
homestead  set  apart  for  her  own  use  is  to  be  ascei-tained  from  a 
construction  of  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the 

>  Ampblett  9.  Hibbard,  29  Micb.  29S;  Kingsley  v,  EiDgsley,  89  Cal.  6G6. 
«  Rhodes  P.Williams,  12  Nev.  20,  2S. 
s  Hewitt  V.  Rankin,  41  Iowa,  85,  44. 
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deceased.  No  homestead  having  been  acquired  under  the  Home- 
stead Act  by  either  the  petitioner  or  her  husband  during  the  life 
of  the  latter,  the  only  authority  for  setting  off  a  homestead  to 
her  is  to  be  found  in  section  121  of  the  Probate  Act  as  amended 
in  1861,  and  section  124  of  the  same  act  as  amended  in  1866. 
There  is  nothing  in  those  sections  tending  to  the  conclusion  that 
any  property  could  be  set  apart  as  a  homestead  by  the  Probate 
Court  which  might  not  have  been  dedicated  as  a  homestead  under 
the  Homestead  Act  immediately  preceding  the  death  of  the  de- 
ceased. It  is  very  clear  that  property  which  was  held  as  pait- 
nership  property  could  not  have  then  been  converted  by  one  of 
the  partners  into  a  homestead."^ 

§  209.  Lilmitations  of  the  Rule  —  Test  of  Ability  to  sever  — 
Tenancy  in  Common.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  began 
by  holding  that  a  span  of  horses  owned  by  two  persons  in  part- 
nership, as  partnership  property,  is  exempt  from  sale  under  an 
execution  issued  against  both  partners,  in  like  manner  as  if  owned 
by  one  of  them  separately.'  Now,  it  seems  more  easy  to  sup- 
pose a  homestead  in  an  estate  in  common,  where  each  co-tenant's 
interest  is  well  defined,  than  to  carve  exemptions  out  of  partner- 
ship property,  where  each  partner's  interest  can  only  be  known 
after  a  payment  of  the  firm  debts  and  a  mutual  accounting. 
Nevertheless,  the  same  court  held,  eleven  years  later,  that  a  per- 
son could  not  have  a  right  of  homestead  in  an  estate  which  he 
held  in  common  with  others  ;  that,  in  order  to  become  impressed 
with  the  character  of  homestead,  the  land  must  be  owned  in 
severalty.*  The  consideration  which  led  the  court  to  this  conclu- 
sion was  the  seeming  impracticability  of  severing  and  setting  out, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  in  pursuance  of  the  statute,  a  homestead 
in  lands  held  by  such  a  tenure  —  an  objection  which  we  only 
allude  to  here,  as  we  have  discussed  it  elsewhere.*  A  little  later 
the  court  applied  this  principle  in  a  case  where  a  horse,  harness, 
and  buggy  had  been  levied  upon,  and  the  defendant  sued  for 

^  Kingsley  v,  Kingsley,  89  Cal.  666,  opinion  by  Rhodes,  G.  J* 
'  Oilman  v.  Williams,  7  Wis.  829. 

•  West  r.  Ward,  26  Wis.  57©. 

*  Ante,  2  1S8  et  a&g, 
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their  value,  and  evidence  was  offered  to  show  that  the  defendant 
in  the  execution  owned  but  a  one-third  interest  in  them,  in  com- 
mon with  two  others,  one  of  whom  was  the  plaintiff  in  the  exe- 
cution.^ This  evidence,  it  was  held,  ought  to  have  been  admit- 
ted ;  and,  in  remanding  the  cause,  the  court  expressed  the  view, 
for  the  information  of  the  court  below,  that  the  mere  owner  of  a 
one-third  interest  in  such  chattels  cannot  claim  his  share  as  ex- 
empt. **  The  property,"  said  the  court,  *'  is  incapable  of  division, 
and  each  of  his  co-tenants  has  the  same  right  to  the  possession 
of  the  horse,  buggy,  and  harness  that  he  has.  There  can  be  no 
exclusive  possession  rightfully  belonging  to  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon in  such  property,  except  with  the  consent  of  the  other  co- 
tenants.  How  can  the  principle  of  exemption,  then,  be  worked 
out  and  applied  to  the  share  of  the  plaintiff?  We  have  held,  in 
a  case  decided  at  the  present  term,*  that,  where  tenants  in  com- 
mon owned  grain  and  other  personal  property  in  its  nature  sev- 
erable, and  where  the  share  of  each  might  be  determined  by 
weight  or  measurement,  and  be  severed  and  appropriated  by  one 
tenant  without  the  consent  of  the  othei*s,  there  one  tenant  might 
have  his  exemption.  But  this  was  upon  the  principle  and  for  the 
reason  that  the  property  was  severable  in  its  nature,  and  that 
one  tenant  had  the  right,  without  the  consent  of  his  co-tenant, 
to  sever  and  take  exclusive  possession  of  his  share  and  make  it 
his  property.  But  that  rule  cannot  be  applied  to  this  property. 
The  horse,  buggy,  and  harness  are  incapable  of  division,  as  a 
matter  of  course,  and  it  is  impossible  for  the  court  to  say  that  the 
plaintiff  might  have  possession  of  them  to  the  exclusion  of  his 
co-tenants.  •  •  •  Immunity  from  sale  upon  execution 
seems  to  imply,  or  be  founded  upon,  the  idea  that  the  exempt 
property  is  necessary  for  the  support  of  the  debtor  and  his  fam- 
ily ;  and  that  it  may  be  held,  possessed,  and  used  by  him  in  car- 
rying on  his  business,  trade,  or  profession.  This  seems  to  be 
the  principle  underlying  the  exemption  laws.  But  it  is  obviously 
impracticable  to  apply  that  principle  to  an  undivided  interest  in 

*  The  three  part-owners  were,  in  fact,  partners  engaged  in  the  business  of  manufac- 
turing a  patented  article  and  selling  the  patent-right ;  but  the  theory  of  the  case  evidently 
is  that  the  three  part-owners  were  mere  tenants  in  comnlon  of  the  chattels  levied  upon. 

«  Newton  v,  Howe,  29  Wis.  581. 
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a  horse  or  buofory,  which  the  debtor  cannot  claim  to  hold  to  the 
exehision  of  his  co-tenants.'** 

§  210.  Test  of  Ability  to  sever,  continued.  —  These  cases 
would  lead  to  the  inference  that,  if  a  case  should  arise  in  which 
the  share  of  a  debtor  co-tenant  was  naturally  severable,  so  that 
the  owner  of  it  might  sever  and  appropriate  it  without  the  con- 
sent of  his  co-tenant,  and  so  that  a  creditor  could,  without  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity,  seize,  sever,  and  sell  it  under  his  execution, 
such  debtor  co-tenant  would  be  entitled  to  his  statutory  exemption 
out  of  it.  And  so  it  was  held  by  the  court,  at  the  same  term,  in 
a  case  where  the  property  seized  was  a  quantity  of  oats,  hay,  and 
wheat.^  If  any  court  is  disposed  to  adopt  the  rule  that  a  mere 
tenant  in  common  of  chattels  cannot  claim  an  exemption  in  them, 
here  is  a  well-defined  exception  to  it,  to  which,  it  is  supposed, 
any  court  will  accede.  Reduced  to  few  words,  the  exception  is 
this :  If  the  share  of  a  tenant  in  common  of  chattels  may  be  levied 
upon,  severed,  and  sold  under  an  execution  against  him,  he  will 
be  entitled  to  his  exemption  out  of  such  share  after  it  shall  have 
been  severed  by  the  levying  officer.  And  no  good  reason  is  per- 
ceived why  the  same  rule  should  not  extend  to  the  case  of  a  tenant 
in  common  of  realty. 

§  211.  Application  of  this  Test  to  Partnerships.  -=—  Four  years 
later,  in  a  case  where  the  tools  and  stock  in  trade  had  been  levied 
upon,  and  the  partners  demanded,  each  for  himself,  that  there  be 
set  apart  out  of  them  his  separate  individual  exemptions,  the 
same  court,  while  denying  the  relief  sought,  declared  this  doctrine 
applicable  to  cases  of  partnership.  **  There  appears  to  be  no 
doubt,"  said  the  court,  *'  that,  if  the  respondents  [the  partners] 
had  held  the  property  claimed  in  this  action  in  equal  moieties  in 
severalty,  they  would  have  been  entitled  to  hold  each  his  share 
as  his  exemption  under  the  statute.  And,  upon  the  levy  of  the 
execution  on  the  partnership  property,  they  had  a  right  to  sever 
their  interest  in  it,  and  each  might  thereupon  have  claimed  his 
exemption  in  his  separate  part.*     The  difficulty  in  the  way  of  the 

1  Wright  r.  Pratt,  81  Wis.  99, 103,  opinion  by  Cole,  J. 

*  Newton  v.  Howe,  29  Wis.  581. 

•  Citing  Newton  v.  Howe,  supra. 
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respondents  in  this  case  is,  not  in  their  individu*al  rights  under  the 
statute,  but  in  their  failure  properly  to  assert  them.*'^  If  this 
view  is  correct  —  and  we  have  no  doubt  it  is  —  it  conducts  us  to 
the  conclusion  that,  after  the  members  of  an  insolvent  partnership 
have  severed  their  interest  and  divided  the  partnership  assets, 
each  partner  may  claim  his  exemption  out  of  his  share  held  in 
severalty,  even  against  an  execution  founded  upon  a  part,nership 
debt ;  and  it  has  been  so  held  in  a  late  case  in  Michigan.' 

§  212.  Another  Exception — Consent  of  Copartner.  —  An- 
other exception,  but  one  which  amounts  practically  to  an  abroga- 
tion of  the  rule,  is  that  declared  in  a  case  in  North  Carolina, 
namely,  that,  while  **  one  of  two  partners  cannot  have  a  portion 
of  the  partnership  effects  set  apai*t  to  him,  because  the  property 
is  not  his,"  yet,  **  if  the  other  partner  or  partners  consent,  then 
it  may  be  done.**  In  the  case  in  judgment  the  goods  of  a  mer- 
cantile firm  were  attached  by  creditors  of  the  firm,  in  a  suit  for 
goods  sold  and  delivered,  and,  the  other  partner  consenting,  the 
final  judgment  was  that  one  of  the  partners  should  have,  out  of 
the  goods  levied  on,  or  out  of  their  proceeds  if  sold,  the  statu- 
tory exemption.' 

§  213.  Another  Exception  —  House  built  by  Partner  on  his 
own  liOt  with  Partnership  Money.  —  If  a  partner  withdraws 
money  from  the  firm,  and  with  it  erects  a  house  on  his  own  lot, 
the  transaction  being  free  from  fraud,  he  may,  in  the  event  of 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  firm,  assert  a  right  of  homestead  in  the 
house,  provided  he  had  occupied  it  as  a  home,  so  as  to  have  im- 
pressed upon  it  the  homestead  character.  Although  built  with 
partnership  funds,  the  house  became  a  part  of  the  realty,  and  as 
much  the  separate  property  of  the  partner  setting  up  the  claim 
of  homestead  as  the  lot  itself.*  **  The  property  and  funds  used 
in  its  erection  thereby  became  separated  from  the  partnership 
effects  and  the  separate  property  of  the  petitioner,  and,  as  be- 
tween him  and  his  copartner,  all  the  latter  could  claim,  in  any 

'  RusseU  r.  Lennon,  89  Wis.  670,  678,  opinion  by  Ryan,  G.  J. 
«  Worman  t;.  Giddey,  30  Mich.  161. 

*  Burns  v.  Harris,  67  N.  G.  140;  a.  c,  66  N.  G.  610,  opinion  by  Reade,  J. 

*  See  1  Waahb.  on  Real  Prop.  2. 
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event,  would  be  reimbursement  by  the  former  to  the  firm  for 
property  and  funds  used.^  But  in  this  case  ho  such  reimburse- 
ment could  be  claimed,  because  the  firm  was  owing  the  petitioner 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  property  and  funds  so  used.  The 
firm,  therefore,  not  only  had  Ao  interest  or  ownership  in  the 
house,  but  no  claim  for  reimbursement.^ 

§  214.  Gases  denjing:  the  Bole  that  there  can  be  no  Exemp- 
tions out  of  Partnership  Assets. — The  cases  cited  in  the  note 
below  hold  that  exemptions  may  be  allowed  out  of  partnership 
assets.'  And,  as  we  have  seen,  it  has  also  been  held  that  the  statu- 
tory exemption  may  be  saved  to  the  partners  by  severing  the  firm 
assets  before  levy,  each  taking  his  share ;  *  or  even  after  levy, 
and  (it  would  seem)  before  sale;'  or  where,  before  severance, 
the  partners  consent  that  one  of  them  may  be  allowed  the  statu- 
tory exemption  out  of  the  firm  assets.*  The  rule  held  in  these 
cases  has  been  applied  so  as  to  allow,  under  the  Bankrupt  Act  in 
connection  with  the  Missouri  statute  of  exemption,  each  of  the 
individual  members  of  a  bankrupt  firm  composed  of  two  per- 
sons, in  a  case  where  there  were  no  individual  assets,  and  where 
the  firm  assets  were  not  sufficient  to  pay  the  firm  debts,  one-half 
the  exemption  out  of  the  firm  assets  to  which  an  individual 
debtor  is  entitled  —  which  was  equivalent  to  allowing  to  a  firm 
the  exemption  allowed  a  single  debtor.^    It  was  again  applied  by 

^  Citing  Story  on  Part.  144,  note  1. 

s  Re  Parks,  9  N.  B.  B.  272,  IT.  S.  Bis.  Ot  East  Dis.  Mich.  It  will  be  remembered 
that  the  same  judge  held,  in  a  subsequent  case,  that  individual  partners  could  not 
claim  exemptions  out  of  the  assets  of  a  bankrupt  firm.  He  Blodgett,  10  N.  B.  B.  147. 
Compare  Rhodes  v.  Williams,  12  Nev.  20,  28. 

'  Farmers*,  etc.,  Bank  v.  Franklin,  1  La.  An.  898 ;  Harrison  v.  Mitchell,  18  La.  An« 
260;  Radcliff  v.  Wood,  25  Barb.  62;  Stewart  v.  Brown,  87  N.  Y.  860;  Bums  v.  Har- 
ris, 67  N.  0. 140;  Re  Young,  8  N.  B.  R.  440,  IT.  S.  Dis.  Ot.  East.  Dis.  Mo.,  Treat,  J. ; 
JU  Rupp,  4  N.  B.  R.  96,  U.  S.  Dis.  Gt  North.  Dis.  Ohio,  Sherman,  J. ;  Be  McKercher, 
8  N.  B.  R.  409,  Sup.  Ot  Dakota  T.,  Kidder,  J. ;  Re  Richardson,  11  N.  B.  R.  114, 
U.  S.  Dis.  Ot.  East  Dis.  Mo.,  Treat,  J.  See,  also.  Brewer  v.  Granger,  45  Ala.  680, 
where  a  mercantile  partner  was  allowed  his  exemption  out  of  the  stock  in  trade,  the 
right  not  having  been  challenged. 

*  Worman  v.  Giddey,  80  Mich.  161. 

^  Russell  V.  McLennon,  89  Wis.  670;  Newton  v.  Howe,  29  Wis.  681. 

«  Bums  V.  Harris,  67  N.  0. 140;  «.  c,  66  N.  0.  610.  Contra,  Gaylord  v.  Imhoflf,  67 
N.  0.  817. 

^  Re  Young,  8  N.  B.  K  440.    The  statute  reads  as  follows :  ''Each  head  of  a  fam- 
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the  same  learned  judge  so  as  to  allow  a  single  member  of  a 
bankrupt  firm,  who  was  the  head  of  a  family  and  who  had  no 
separate  estate,  the  full  exemption  to  which  he  would  have  been 
entitled  out  of  assets  held  in  severalty.*  It  has  been  applied  in 
a  bankruptcy  case  in  Ohio  so^as  to  allow  to  one  partner  in  a 
bankrupt  firm  the  exemption  of  $300  allowed  by  the  statute  of 
Ohio  to  every  head  of  a  family  not  the  owner  of  a  homestead.* 
In  the  case  in  Dakota  Territory  it  appears  to  have  been  applied 
so  as  to  allow  each  bankrupt  debtor  to  withdraw  from  the  firm 
assets  enough  to  swell  the  allowance  to  the  statutory  limit,  when 
added  to  what  had  been  set  apart  out  of  his  individual  assets  — 
the  rule  asserted  being  that  the  individual  assets  must  constitute 
the  whole,  if  they  are  sufficient ;  but,  if  not,  then  the  deficiency 
must  be  made  up  from  the  firm  assets.' 

§  215.  The  Reasons  which  support  this  Tiew — StewartT. 
Brown.  —  The  reasons  which  support  the  view  that  exemptions 
ought  to  be  allowed  out  of  partnership  assets  have  been  pretty 
thoroughly  stated  when  considering  whether  a  homestead  can  bo 
claimed  in  any  estate  in  common.*  We  may  be  pardoned,  how- 
ever, for  setting  out  the  reasons  by  which  the  New  York  Court  of 
Appeals  has  vindicated  the  rule,  not  only  on  account  of  the  force  of 
the  reasoning  itself,  but  also  on  account  of  the  deserved  eminence 
of  the  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court.  The  facts 
were  substantially  these:  The  plaintiffs  were  partners  in  the 
ownership  of  the  horses  and  harness,  which  were  worth  $160. 
They  had  no  other  property  except  a  few  articles  of  household 
furniture  of  trifling  value.  Each  of  them  was  a  householder,  and 
each  had  a  family  for  which  he  provided.  Both  the  plaintiffs 
were  teamsters,  and  they  respectively  derived  their  support  from 
the  use  of  the  horses  and  harness,  having  no  other  means  to 

ily,  at  his  election,  in  lieu  of  the  property  mentioned  in  the  first  and  second  subdi- 
visions of  the  next  preceding  section,  may  select  and  hold  exempt  from  execution  any 
other  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  or  debts  and  wages,  not  exceeding  in  value 
the  amount  of  three  hundred  dollars."    1  Wag.  Stat  604,  {  11. 

1  Re  Richardson,  11  N.  B.  R.  114;  8.  c,  7  C.  L.  N.  62. 

s  Be  Bupp,  4  N.  B.  B.  95;  2  Swan  &  Critch.  Stat  Ohio,  ed.  1860,  p.  1146,  2  & 

•  lie  McKercher,  S  N.  B.  R.  409. 

^  Ante^  art  6. 
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provide  for  their  families.  The  judgment  in  question  was  for  a 
firm  debt,  and  the  defendant,  under  the  execution  issued  thereon, 
took  the  team,  claiming  that  it  was  subject  to  levy  and  sale. 
The  plaintiffs  replevied  it,  claiming  that  it  was  exempt  property. 
In  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  horses,  judgment  was  given 
below  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  the  defendant  appealed.  On  this  ap- 
peal Porter,  J.,  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  court,  all  the 
judges  concurring,  as  follows:  *<The  argument  submitted  for 
the  appellant  is  ingenious,  but  its  fallacy  is  apparent  in  view  of 
the  conclusions  to  which  it  tends.  If  it  proves  an3rthing,  it  is 
that  the  property  of  a  firm  is  not  owned  by  the  persons  who 
compose  it,  either  collectively  or  otherwise.  It  certainly  does 
not  belong  to  any  one  else,  and,  if  the  appellant  is  right,  the 
title  is  in  a  state  of  abeyance.  If  the  partners  have  such  an 
ownership  as  subjects  the  property  to  seizure  on  execution,  they 
have  also  such  an  ownership  as  entitles  them  to  claim  its  exemp- 
tion, in  a  case  plainly  falling  within  the  terms  and  intent  of  the 
statute.  In  the  instance  before  us  the  complaint  alleges,  and  the 
answer  admits,  that  the  horses  and  harness  in  question  were  the 
property  of  the  plaintiffs.  The  facts  found  by  the  referee  meet 
all  the  requirements  of  the  act  exempting  from  levy  and  sale 
the  necessary  team  of  *  any  person  being  a  householder  or  having 
a  family  for  which  he  provides.'  ^  It  is  insisted  that  the  clause 
applies  only  to  a  several  owner,  as  the  word  '  person '  is  used  in 
the  singular  number.  The  short  answer  is  that,  by  a  provision 
in  our  general  law,  when  a  statute  refers  to  any  matter  or  person 
by  words  importing  the  singular  number,  several  matters  or  per- 
sons shall  be  deemed  to  be  included,  unless  such  a  construction 
would  be  repugnant  to  the  general  language  employed .•  In  re- 
spect to  articles  otherwise  within  the  terms  of  the  act,  such 
ownership  as  suffices  to  make  them  subject  to  seizure  brings 
them  within  the  exemption.  If  each  of  the  respondents  had 
owned  a  pair  of  horses,  both  teams  would  have  been  exempt 
upon  the  state  of  facts  found  by  the  referee.  It  would  be  an 
obvious  perversion  of  the  statute  to  hold  that  the  plaintiffs  for- 
feited its  protection  by  owning  but  a  single  team  between  them, 

^  4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large,  626. 
«  2  Rev.  Stat  778,  {  11. 
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used  for  the  common  support  of  both.  The  language  of  the  act 
should  be  construed  in  harmony  with  its  humane  and  remedial 
purpose.  Its  design  was  to  shield  the  poor,  and  not  to  strip  them. 
The  interest  it  assumes  to  protect  is  that  belonging  to  tie  debtor, 
be  it  more  or  less.  The  ownership  of  the  team  may  be  joint  or 
several ;  it  may  be  limited  or  absolute.  Whatever  it  be,  within 
the  limitations  of  the  statute,  the  debtor's  interest  is  exempt,  in 
view  of  his  own  necessity,  and  of  the  probable  destitution  to 
which  its  loss  might  reduce  a  family  dependent  upon  him  for 
support."^ 

§  216.  Conclusion. — We  have,  then,  in  favor  of  the  rule 
of  allowing  either  to  a  partnership  firm  or  to  the  individ- 
uals composing  it  the  exemption  fixed  by  statute,  out  of  the 
partnership  assets,  in  case  there  are  not  sufficient  pei*sonal  as- 
sets, a  principle  of  construction  which  seems  obvious  and 
irrefutable,  namely,  that,  if  the  debtor  has  any  interest  in 
property,  be  it  real  or  personal,  which,  under  the  general  law, 
the  creditor  can  subject  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  the  statute 
of  exemptions  will  step  in  and  secure  a  defined  portion  of  it  to  the 
debtor.  Against  this  plain  principle  we  have  a  rule  of  convenience 
merely,  supported  by  a  preponderance  of  authority,  b,ut  con- 
fessedly ^' based  mainly  upon  the  idea  that  the  exemption  here 
under  consideration  is  several,  personal,  and  individual,  ka  well 
in  regard  to  the  property  to  which  it  applies  as  to  the  right  con- 
ferred; and  also  upon  the  impracticability  of  giving  it  the 
application  sought,  growing  out  of  the  nature  of  partnership 
property  and  the  relations  of  partners  to  each  other  and  to 
creditors**' — an  impracticability  which,  in  the  belief  of  the 
writer,  is  much  more  fanciful  than  real. 


ARTICLE  Vin. — Homestead  ih  Wife's  separate  Estate. 

§  220.   WiU  the  legal  Title  of  the  Wife,  the  Husband  Uv- 
tngf  support  the  Homestead  Bight? — If  an  equitable  estate^ — 

*  Stewart  v.  Brown,  87  N.  Y.  860. 

*  Longyear,  J.,  in  Be  Blodgett,  10  N.  B.  B.  147. 

*  Ante,  i  170. 
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or,  much  less,  if  naked  possession  without  title^  —  will  support 
a  right  of  homestead,  the  legal  title  of  the  wife,  if  the  other 
necessary  circumstances  concur,  will,  notwithstanding  the  hus- 
band be  living,  be  sufficient  to  support  it.*  '  The  question  pre- 
supposes two  things :  First,  either  that  the  debts  are  those  of  the 
wife,  and  such  as,  but  for  the  exemption,  would  bind  her  separate 
estate ;  or,  second,  if  the  debts  are  those  of  the  husband,  that  he 
has  some  interest  in  the  wife's  estate  such  as  might,  but  for  the 
exemption,  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  Thus,  in 
the  Michigan  case,  the  proprietor  of  a  village  plat  proposed  to 
give  the  debtor  a  lot  if  he  would  erect  certain  improvements 
upon  it,  which  he  did.  Thereupon  the  donor,  with  the  debtor's 
consent,  made  the  deed  to  the  latter' s  wife,  and  she  and  her 
husband  occupied  it  as  their  home.  On  a  creditor's. bill  it  was 
urged  that  the  husband  had  such  an  interest  therein  as  should 
subject  it  to  the  payment  of  his  debts.  But  the  court  ruled 
otherwise,  saying:  *'The  place  occupied  by  the  husband  and 
wife  together  as  a  homestead,  and  having  the  legal  requisites  in 
other  respects,  is  none  the  less  exempt  as  a  homestead  because 
the  legal  title  is  in  the  wife ;  and,  if  the  husband  chance  to  have, 
in  such  a  case,  some  equitable  interest,  it  will  make  no  difference. 
If  an  instance  should  be  found  in  which  the  bare  legal  title  should 
be  represented  by  the  wife,  while  a  perfect  equitable  title  should 
exist  in  the  husband,  the  property  would  be  privileged  to  either 
or  both  as  a  homestead,  as  against  outsiders."' 

§221.  Contlnaecl — Indiana.  —  In  the  Indiana  case  it  is 
held  that,  where  husband  and  wife  are  living  together,  and  the 
property  of  the  husband  is  not  of  the  value  of  $300,  and  the 
wife  is  the  owner  of  property  levied  upon  under  an  execution, 
and  is  the  real  debtor  in  the  judgment  and  execution,  she  may 
claim  exemption,  under  the  statute,^  of  her  property,  to  the  ex- 

^  Spencer  «.  G^issman,  87  Cal.  99. 

•  Orr  V,  Shraft,  22  Mich.  260 ;  Crane  v,  Waggoner,  88  Ind.  88 ;  TourviUe  v,  Pieraon, 
89  BL  446, 468 ;  Partee  v.  Stewart,  60  Miss.  717 ;  Murray  v.  Sella,  68  Ga.  267 ;  Dwinell 
V.  Edwards,  28  Ohio  St  608. 

•  Orr  V.  Shraft,  22  Mich.  264,  opinion  by  Gravea,  J. 
«  2  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  867. 
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tent  necessjuy  to  make,  with  her  husband's  property,  the  amount 
of  $300,  protected  by  the  statute.^ 

§  222.  Continued  —  MississippL  —  In  the  Mississippi  case 
the  debts  were  those  of  the  wife,  such  as,  but  for  the  exemption, 
would  bind  her  separate  estate.  By  the  statute  of  1857  the  per- 
son entitled  to  the  exemption  was  *' any  citizen  of  the  state,  male 
or  female,  being  a  householder  and  having  a  family."  By  that 
of  1865  the  exemption  was  accorded  to  **the  head  of  eveiy 
family,  being  a  white  person  and  a  housekeeper.'*  A  married 
woman  having  a  separate  estate,  and  residing  thereon  with  her 
family,  was  held  to  come  within  these  definitions,  *'She  was 
the  exclusive  owner ;  the  marital  rights  of  the  husband  did  not 
extend  to  the  income,  rents,  and  profits ;  she  could  lease  without 
the  concurrence  of  her  husband,  and  could  put  the  lessee  into  pos- 
session of  the  premises,  including  the  *  buildings/  Having  this 
large  control  over  the  property,  she  was  certainly  within  the  rea- 
son of  the  statute,  and,  we  think,  within  its  words.  The  debtor 
must  both  own  and  reside  upon  the  land ;  must  be  a  householder 
and  have  a  family.  Under  that  policy,  which  secures  to  the  wife 
all  the  property  owned  by  her  at  the  time  of  the  marriage,  and 
all  subsequent  acquisitions,  there  must  be  a  multitude  of  in- 
stances where  all  the  means  for  the  support  of  the  family  are 
exclusively  hers  ;  and  the  argument  is  just  as  strong  to  protect 
her  homestead  from  seizure  and  sale  as  where  the  property  be- 
longs to  the  husband  and  he  is  the  debtor.  The  elen^ents  which 
distinguish  the  privilege  (including,  by  express  words  of  the 
statute,  both  *  male  and  female' )  are  the  ownership  of  land  and 
residence  upon  it  with  a  family.  These  are  rather  the  relations 
of  the  debtor  to  the  property  than  the  subordination  of  the  sev- 
eral members  of  the  family  the  one  to  the  other.  The  husband 
is  the  head  of  a  family  in  the  sense  that  the  wife  and  children  are 
subject  to  his  marital  and  paternal  authority;  but  he  has  no 
authority  and  control  over  the  wife's  propei-ty,  or  application  of 
it  to  the  support  and  nurture  of  the  family,  unless  by  her  con- 
sent.    If  the  land  occupied  is  the  domicile  of  the  family,  it  ifi 

*  Crane  v.  Waggoner,  88  Ind.  S8. 
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her  residence,  with  supreme  control,  except  that  she  cannot 
mortgage  or  alien  it  without  his  approbation, 


"1 


§  223.  Continued — Georgia. — In  the  case  cited  from  Georgia 
the  husband  and  wife  sold  a  homestead,  which  had  been  set  apart 
to  the  family  under  the  statute,  and  invested  the  proceeds  in  other 
real  estate,  intending,  as  the  court  found,  that  it  should  take 
the  place  of  the  former  homestead,  but,  by  mistake,  they  had 
the  title  made  to  the  wife  only  as  a  free  trader,  and  she 
having  become  bankrupt,  and  the  property  having  been  sold  to  a 
person  who  had  full  knowledge  of  all  the  facts,  it  was  held  that 
equity  would  treat  the  title  to  the  wife  as  a  trust  for  the  same 
uses  as  was  the  former  homestead,  and  treat  the  purchaser  as  a 
trustee  holding  for  the  same  uses.' 

§  224.  H0W9  upon  Principle. — In  accordance  with  views 
already  expressed,'  it  is  obvious  that  it  is  no  concern  of  the 
creditor  to  which  member  of  the  family  the  title  belongs.  If  it 
belongs  to  the  one  against  whom  his  execution  runs,  then,  the 
other  requisites  of  the  statute  concurring,  this  person  can  claim  the 
exemption.  Kit  belongs  to  another  member  of  the  family,  then 
there  is  an  end  of  the  creditor's  argument;  for  he  cannot  make 
one  member  of  the  family  pay  the  other's  debts.  Accordingly  it 
has  been  said  that,  if  the  property  on  which  the  family  are  domi- 
ciled "belongs  to  either  or  to  all  so  living  together,  it  equally 
comes  within  the  purview  of  the  constitutional  guaranty,  and  is 
in  fact  a  homestead,  and  cannot  be  subjected  to  forced  sale."  ^ 

§  225.    Husband  and  Wife  cannot  each  have  Homestead. — 

But  creditors  are  entitled  to  demand  that  a  single  family  shall  not 
be  allowed  to  withhold  from  them  at  the  same  time  two  home- 
steads ;  and  the  courts  have  frequently  so  held,  under  varying 
circumstances.*    Thus,  under  the  proviso  contained  in  the  Ohio 

1  Partee  v.  Stewart,  60  Miss.  721,  opinion  by  Simrall,  J. 
>  Murray  v.  Sells,  58  Ga.  267. 
»  Ante,  i  166. 

*  Lindsay,  J.,  in  VTilson  v,  Cochran,  81  Texas,  680.    So  aB  to  exempted  chattels, 
Brigham  v.  Busb,  88  Barb.  698. 

*  Tourville  v.  Pierson,  89  JH  447 ;  Gambette  v.  Brock,  41  Cal.  84. 
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act  of  May  1,  1871,*  the  husband  and  wife  cannot,  each  at  the 
same  time,  hold  the  exemption  provided  for  in  the  act.  There- 
fore, when  the  real  estate  occupied  as  a  family  homestead  is  owned 
either  by  the  husband  or  wife,  neither  can  hold  exempt  from  exe- 
cution the  personal  property  allowed  by  the  act  in  lieu  of  a  home- 
stead.' The  allowance  called  homestead,  accorded  to  children  in 
necessitous  circumstances  in  Louisiana,  may  be  jiUowed  them 
out  of  the  estate  of  either  father  or  mother.* 

§  226.  But  may  have  Homestead  in  Liand  Jointly  owned*  by 
them.  —  It  has  been  held  in  Texas  that  the  homestead  might  be 
established  upon  property  of  which  one  undivided  half  was  the 
wife's  separate  estate,  and  the  other  undivided  half  was,  in  equity, 
the  husband's.  Where  the  homestead  in  question  was  in  the 
country,  it  was  held  that  the  exemption  covered  200  acres  owned 
by  both,  and  not  200  acres  owned  by  the  husband.  The  husband 
cannot,  therefore,  fix  his  homestead  on  his  other  lands  after  a 
creditor  has  acquired  a  lien  on  such  lands,^ 

^  The  proviso  reads :  "Provided,  fUrther,  that  in  no  case  shall  the  husband  and  wife 
each  be  entitled  to  hold  the  exemptions  specified  in  this  act  severally  at  the  same 
time."    8  Sayl.  Stat  Ohio,  2609,  {  1. 

*  Dwinell  v.  Edwards,  28  Ohio  St  608.  This  act,  the  court  say,  was  probably  in- 
tended so  to  alter  the  homestead  act  as  to  obviate  the  effect  of  the  decision  of  the  court 
in  Davis  v.  Dodds,  20  Ohio  St  478,  where  the  court  held  that,  "  where  the  real  estate 
of  the  wife,  held  by  her  under  the  statute  of  March  28, 1866  (Swan  &  Sayl.  891),  as  her 
*  separate  property,'  is  occupied  by  the  husband  as  a  family  homestead,  he  is  not  the 
'  owner  *  of  such  homestead  within  the  meaning  of  our  statutes  relating  to  the  exemp- 
tion of  property  from  execution." 

*  Succession  of  Coleman,  27  La.  An.  289. 
«  Willis  V,  Matthews,  46  Texas,  478»  484. 
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CHAPTEE   Y. 

OF  THE   DECLARATION   OF   HOMESTEAD. 

■ 

Sxcrioir  280.  Methods  of  dedicating  Land  as  a  Homestead. 
2SL   Statutory  Provisions. 
282.  Declaration  in  the  Absence  of  Statute. 
233.   Occupancy  necessary  as  in  other  Cases. 
284.  Necessity  of  Declaration  in  California  —  Preexisting  Homesteads. 

286.  Acknowledgment  of  Declaration  — Wife's  Acknowledgment 
236.  Declaration  under  Statute  of  Maine. 

287.  Under  Statute  of  West  Vii^inia. 

§  230.  Methods  of  dedicating  Land  as  a  Homestead. — There 
are  three  ways  in  which  land  m<ay  be  dedicated  as  a  homestead 
by  the  person  or  persons  entitled  to  claim  this  right :  First,  by  a 
public  notice  of  record,  in  confoimity  with  statutory  directions 
or  mandates  which  exist  in  some  of  the  states  ;  second,  by  visible 
occupancy  and  use ;  third,  by  the  actual  setting  off  of  the  home- 
stead by,  or  under  the  direction  of,  a  court  of  justice.^  In  a  few 
of  the  states,  as  seen  in  the  next  section,  the  method  of  dedica- 
tion named  under  the  first  head  is  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
right  to  claim  the  exemption,^  whether  against  creditors  or  pur- 
chasers from  the  husband  without  the  concurrence  of  the  wife. 
The  method  of  dedication  named  under  the  third  head  is,  in 
general,  only  resorted  to  (1)  in  case  of  the  levy  of  executions 
for  debt;  (2)  in  case  of  the  foreclosure  of  mortgages,  or  the 
enforcement  of  other  liens  which  are  subordinate  to  the  right 
of  homestead ;  (3)  in  case  of  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  ;  (4)  in 
case  of  the  administration  of  the  estate  of  a  deceased  head  of  a 
family.  The  method  of  dedication  embraced  under  the  second 
head — visible  occupancy  of  the  premises  as  a  home — is,  in  most 
of  the  states,  all  that  is  required  to  notify  creditors  and  pur- 
chasers of  the  reservation ;  and  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general 
rule  that,  although  the  homestead  has  been  dedicated  as  such  by 

>  Post,  2  520. 

«  Drake  v.  Root,  2  Col.  685. 
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notice  of  record,  or  has  been  set  apart  to  a  debtor,  a  mortgageor, 
or  to  a  widow  and  minor  children,  by  proceedings  in  a  court  of  jus- 
tice, occupancy  is  still  necessary  to  preserve  the  right.  Dedication 
by  notice  of  record  will  form  the  subject  of  this  chapter ;  and,  as 
the  statutes  prescribing  this  form  of  dedication  are  not  numerous, 
and  the  judicial  decisions  which  they  have  called  forth  still  less 
so,  this  chapter  will  be  short.  It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  state 
here  that,  as  a  general  rule,  a  dedication  of  homestead,  in  what- 
ever form,  does  not  have  the  effect  of  withdrawing  it  from  liability 
on  account  of  any  preexisting  debts,  liens,  conveyances  or  charges 
which  otherwise  would  have  bound  the  land  —  a  subject  fully 
considered  in  a  separate  chapter.^ 

§  231.  Statutory  Provisions. — 1.  Under  the  Civil  Code  of 
Calif oimia  "  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  or  other 
head  of  a  family,  in  the  selection  of  the  homestead  must  execute 
and  acknowledge,  in  the  same  manner  as  a  grant  of  real  property  is 
acknowledged,  a  declaration  of  homestead.^  The  declaration  of 
homestead  must  contain  (1)  a  statement  of  the  facts  that  show 
the  person  making  it  to  be  the  head  of  a  family ;  (2)  a  statement 
that  the  person  making  it  is  residing  on  the  land,  and  claims  it 
as  a  homestead ;  (3)  a  description  of  the  land ;  (4)  an  estimate 
of  its  actual  cash  value."  The  declaration  must  be  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  recorder  of  the  county  in  which  the  land  is  sit- 
uated."* 

2.  In  Colorado,  **  to  entitle  any  person  to  the  benefit  of  this 
[homestead]  act,  he  shall  cause  the  word  *  homestead '  to  be  en- 
tered of  record  in  the  margin  of  his  recorded  title  to  the  same."* 

3.  In  Alabama^  by  a  late  statute,^  any  one  claiming  the  ex- 
emption of  a  homestead  '*may  at  any  time  make  a  declaration 
in  writing,  signed  by  him,  stating  the  property  so  selected  and 
claimed  as  being  exempted,"  and  **  such  declaration  and  claim 
must  be  filed  for  record  in  the  office  of  the  Probate  Court  of  the 

»  Post,  ch.  7. 

*  Civil  Code  Gal.  1874,  {  1262. 
»  Ibid.,  i  1268. 

*  Ibid.,  i  1264. 

6  Laws  1877,  ch.  46,  {  2. 

*  Passed  February  9,  1877. 
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county  in  which  the  property  is  situated.  The  filing  of  such 
declaration  for  record,  as  aforesaid,  shall  operate  as  a  notice  of 
the  contents  thereof.'*  ^ 

4.  The  Iowa  statute  provides  that  **  the  owner,  or  the  hus- 
band or  wife,  may  select  the  homestead,  and  cause  it  to  be 
marked  off  by  fixed  and  visible  monuments,  and  platted  and  re- 
corded by  the  recorder  in  a  book  to  be  called  the  *  homestead 
book,*  "  but  **  a  failure  in  this  respect  does  not  leave  the  home- 
stead liable ;  but  the  officer  having  an  execution  against  theprop- 
eity  of  such  a  defendant  may  cause  the  homestead  to  be  marked 
off,  platted,  and  recorded,  and  may  add  the  expense  thence  aris- 
ing to  the  amount  embraced  in  his  execution.*'  * 

5.  In  Massachusetts^  *<to  constitute  such  estate  of  homestead, 
and  to  entitle  property  to  such  exemption,  it  shall  be  set  forth,  in 
the  deed  of  conveyance  by  which  the  property  is  acquired,  that 
it  is  designed  to  be  held  as  a  homestead  ;  or,  after  the  title  has 
been  acquired,  such  design  shall  be  declared  by  writing,  duly 
signed,  sealed,  acknowledged,  and  recorded  in  the  registry  of 
deeds  for  the  county  or  district  where  the  property  is  situated." ' 

6.  Under  the  laws  of  Maine  the  claimant  *'may  file,  in  the 
registry  of  deeds  in  the  county  or  district  where  the  land  lies,  a 
certificate  signed  by  him  declaring  his  wish  to  have  such  exemp- 
tion, and  describing  the  land  and  buildings,  and  the  register  shalt 
record  it  in  a  book  kept  for  that  purpose,"  and  **  so  much  of  such 
property  as  does  not  exceed  five  hundred  dollars  in  value  "  ^all 
be  exempt  from  debts  subsequently  contracted.* 

7.  In  Missouri  and  Vermont  *'the  time  of  the  acquiring  of 
the  homestead  ♦  ♦  ♦  shall  be  the  date  of  the  filing,  in  the 
proper  office  for  the  records  of  deeds,  the  deed  of  such  home- 
8tejid."« 

8.  Under  the  laws  of  New  Yorh^  **  to  entitle  any  property  to 
such  exemption,  the  conveyance  of  the  same  shall  show  that  it  is 
designed  to  be  held  as  a  homestead  under  this  act ;  or,  if  already 

»  Code  1876,  J  2828. 

*  Code  1878,  \\  1998,  1999. 
»  Stat  1860,  ch.  104,  \  2. 

*  Rev.  Stat  1871,  ch.  81,  J  61. 

»  Wag.  Stat,  ch.  68,  4  7 ;  Gen.  Stat  Vt,  ch.  68,  }  7;  gee,  'poiiy  J  800. 
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purchased,  or  the  conveyance  does  not  show  such  design,  a  no- 
tice that  the  same  is  designed  to  be  so  held  shall  be  executed 
and  acknowledged  by  the  person  owning  the  said  property,  which 
shall  contain  a  full  description  thereof,  and  shall  be  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  county  in  which  the  said  property 
is  situated,  in  a  book  to  be  provided  for  that  purpose,  and  known 
as  the  '  homestead-exemption  book.'  "  ^ 

9.  In  Minnesota^  as  in  many  of  the  states,  occupancy  of  the 
property  is  the  date  of  the  commencement  of  homestead  right, 
but  the  statute  further  provides  that,  •*  whenever  the  owner  of  a 
homestead  under  the  laws  of  this  state  shall  remove  therefrom, 
and  cease  to  occupy  the  same  as  such  homestead  for  a  period  of 
more  than  six  consecutive  mouths,  his  right  to  claim  the  same  aa 
such  shall  cease  and  determine  on  the  expiration  of  such  period 
of  six  months,  uuless  prior  thereto  he  shall  file,  in  the  office  of  the 
register  of  deeds  of  the  county  wherein  such  homestead  is  situate, 
a  notice,  by  him  subscribed  and  acknowledged,  particularly  de- 
scribing such  homestead,  and  that  he  claims  the  same  as  such."  "'' 

10.  In  Virginia  the  statute  provides  that,  ''to  be  entitled  to 
the  full  benefit  of  a  homestead  exempt  from  levy,  seizure,  gar- 
nisheeing,  or  sale,  said  householder  or  head  of  a  family  shall 
declare,  by  deed  duly  recorded  in  the  deed-book  of  the  county 
in  which  such  homestead,  or  the  greater  part  thereof,  is  situated, 
his  intention  to  claim  such  homestead,  with  a  description  of  the 
property  so  claimed  as  such  homestead  j  »  •  *  provided 
that,  in  case  such  intent  shall  be  expressed  in  the  deed  or  will 
conveying  such  property,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  house- 
holder or  head  of  a  family  to  execute  a  deed  declaring  such 
intent."' 

« 

§  232.  Declaration  In  the  Absence  of  Statute. — In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  statute  regulation  requiring  a  record  of  the  selec- 
tion of 'the  homestead,  or  indicating  any  mode  by  which  the 
intention  to  dedicate  property  as  a  homestead  shall  be  made 
known,  the  filing  of  a  notice  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds 

1  4  Gen.  Stat  630,  {  2. 
>  Stat  at  Large,  ch.  d2,  {  178. 
Code  1878,  ch.  188,  i  i. 
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of  an  intention  to  claim  certain  property  as  a  homestead  has  no 
legal  effect  whatever,  is  destitute  of  legal  verity,  and  is  not  con- 
clusive on  purchasers  or  creditors.^  But  in  Georgia  a  home- 
stead which  has  once  been  laid  off  by  the  ordinary  for  the  benefit 
of  a  debtor's  family  can  only  be  sold  with  the  sanction  of  that 
officer ;  and  the  statute  is  express  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
shall  go  to  the  use  of  the  debtor's  family,^  but  it  does  not  require 
the  ordinary  to  see  that  the  proceeds  are  reinvested  in  another 
homestead.  Nevertheless,  where  a  homestead  was  sold  and  a  new 
homestead  purchased  with  the  proceeds,  and  a  deed  for  the  same 
was  taken  to  the  husband  and  wife  in  the  ordinary  form,  but  at 
the  bottom  of  it,  and  forming  a  pai*t  of  it,  was  a  recital  that  this 
land  was  bought  with  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  homestead 
as  laid  off  under  the  judgment  of  the  ordinary,  this  was  held  a 
sufficient  notice  to  the  public  that  the  new  premises  had  been 
substituted  as  a  homestead  in  lieu  of  the  old ;  so  that  one  who 
purchased  this  land  from  the  husband,  or  from  the  husband  and 
wife,  without  the  approval  of  the  ordinary,  got  no  title  as  against 
the  homestead  interest,  nor  did  his  vendees  stand  in  a  better 
position.*  The  same  rule  was  applied  where  a  homestead  had  been 
purchased  with  the  proceeds  of  a  former  homestead,  duly  laid  off 
by  the  ordinary,  and  this  deed  was  taken,  '*  by  mistake,"  in  the 
name  of  the  wife  as  sole  trader,  and  a  purchaser  from  her  without 
consent  of  the  ordinary  had  actual  notice  of  these  facts.  She 
was  upheld  in  asserting  against  her  own  deed  a  homestead  in 
premises  dedicated  in  this  manner  only.* 

§  233.  Occupajicy  necessary  as  in  other  Cases.  —  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  declaration  prescribed  by  the  present  Code  of 
California  must  contain  <<  a  statement  that  the  person  making  it 
is  residing  upon  the  land."*  Unless  the  premises  are  in  fact 
occupied  as  a  homestead  at  the  time  the  declaration  is  made  — 

>  Cook  V.  McChristian,  4  Cal.  28. 
»  Code  1878,  {  2047. 

>  Cheney  v.  Rodgers,  64  Ga.  168. 

*  Murray  v.  SeUs,  68  Ga.  267. 

*  Civil  Code  Cal.  J  1208. 
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"  resided  upon  and  used  as  such  "  — it  will  have  no  effect ;  *  and 
the  same  rule  obtains  under  the  statute  of  Massachusetts,*  and 
under  that  of  lowa,^  which  permits  the  platting  of  the  home- 
stead and  the  recording  of  the  plat,  and  provides  that  •'  a  failure 
in  this  respect  does  not  make  the  homestead  liable."*  In  Cali- 
fornia, occupancy  by  the  wife  alone,  the  husband  residing  else- 
where, and  the  property  having  been  her  separate  estate  before 
marriage,  will  be  sufficient  to  give  efficacy  to  a  declaration  of 
homestead  made  by  her.* 

§  234.  Necessity  of  Declaration  in  California  —  Preexisting 
Homestead.  —  The  policy  of  requiring  public  notice  to  be  given 
of  intention  to  claim  a  homestead,  by  a  declaration  expressing 
such  intention  and  describing  the  premises  claimed,  appears  to 
take  date  in  California  from  the  year  1860,  when  the  Legislature 
of  that  state  passed  an  act  requiring  a  declaration  of  homestead 
to  be  filed  within  one  year  thereafter,  in  order  to  save  the  right, 
to  wit,  on  or  before  April  28,  1861.  By  another  act,  passed  in 
the  following  year,  this  period  was  extended  until  April  28,  1862  ; 
and,  finally,  another  act,  passed  in  1862,  provided  in  terms  that 
homesteads  acquired  under  the  act  of  1851,  and  held  as  such  by 
virtue  of  that  act  on  April  28,  1860,  should  not  be  deemed  home- 
steads, or  be  exempt  from  forced  sale  by  virtue  of  execution  or 
other  legal  process,  unless  the  declaration  provided  for  in  said  act 
should  be  made  and  filed  for  record  on  or  before  June  1,  1862.* 
This  statute  was  declared  constitutional  and  valid  ;^  it  afforded  no 
room  for  construction,  and  effect  was  given  to  it  by  the  Supreme 
Court  where  no  declaration  had  been  filed  at  all,®  and  where  one 


*  G-regg  t7.  Bostwick,  88  Cal.  220 ;  Prescott  v.  Preacott,  45  Cal.  5S ;  Mann  v.  Bogen, 
85  Cal.  81^. 

>  Stat  Mass.  1860,  cb.  104,  {  2;  mpra,  {  280;  Lee  v.  Miller,  11  AUen,  87. 

*  Cole  v.  Gill,  14  Iowa,  627 ;  Yost  v.  Devault,  9  Iowa,  60;  AUey  v.  Bay,  9  Iowa,  509. 

*  Code  Iowa  1851,  J  1264  et  acq, 
»  Gambette  r.  Brock,  41  Cal.  78. 

*  See  tbe  material  parts  of  tbe  statute  in  Coben  o.  Davis,  20  CaL  187 ;  Stat  CaL 
1862,  p.  521 ;  Riley  v.  Pebl,  28  Cal.  70. 

!  Noble  V.  Hook,  24  Cal.  689. 

«  I  hid. 
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had  been  filed,  but  not  in  time.^  A  mortgage  given  by  both  hus- 
liaiid  and  wife  after  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1860,  but  before 
the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  homestead,  was  valid,  although  the 
parties  may  have  resided  on  the  premises,  if  no  declaration  of 
homestead  had  been  filed.^  The  statute  furthermore  provided 
that  the  making  or  filing  for  record  of  such  declaration  should  not, 
*'  in  any  case  or  in  any  manner,  affect  or  impair  any  alienation, 
sale,  mortgage,  or  other  contract  or  lien  lawfully  executed  or 
obtained  prior  to  the  time  of  the  filing  for  record  of  such  declara- 
tion." Against  this  proviso  effect  could  not  be  given  to  a 
declaration  of  homestead  by  a  widow,  made  at  the  prescribed  time, 
where  there  were  debts  and  liens  upon  the  estate  created  by  her 
deceased  husband,  and  the  Probate  Court  properly  refused  to  set 
apart  to  her  a  homestead  under  such  circumstances.'  A  judg- 
ment recovered  against  the  husband  after  June  1,  1862,  and  be- 
fore the  filing  of  a  declaration  of  homestead,  became  a  lien  on  the 
homestead  property,  and  rendered  it  liable  to  be  sold  on  the  exe- 
cution issued  upon  the  judgment.  But  if,  after  the  judgment  was 
docketed,  the  wife  filed  a  declaration  of  homestead,  she  thereby 
acquired  such  an  interest  in  the  homestead  as  enabled  her  to 
mainta.in  an  action  against  the  sheriff  to  enjoin  him  from  selling 
it  before  exhausting  the  husband's  personal  property.* 

§  235.  Acknowledgment  —  Wife's  Acknowledgment  in  Cali- 
fornia.—  A  deputy  county-court  clerk  is,  in  California,  compe- 
lent  to  take  the  acknowledgment.*  The  law  as  embodied  in  the 
Code  of  California^  somewhat  modifies  the  language  of  the  pre- 
viously-existing statute,  under  which  the  declaration  was  required 
to  be  "  signed  by  the  party  making  the  same,  and  acknowledged 
and  recorded  as  conveyances  affecting  real  estate  are  required  to  be 
acknowledged  and  recorded."  Under  this  statute,  where  the  wife 
made  a  selection  of  homestead,  her  husband  not  being  a  party  to 
the  proceeding,  the  declaration  was  good  if  acknowledged  in  the 

1  Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  28  Cal.  277 ;  Estate  of  Beed,  28  CaL  410. 

«  Ck)hea  v.  Davis,  20  Cal.  187. 

>  Estate  of  Bead,  supra, 

«  Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  28  Cal.  278. 

*  Emmal  r.  Webb,  88  Cal.  197. 

•  {  1262. 
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manner  provided  by  law  for  the  acknowledgment  of  conveyances 
of  real  property  by  persons  other  than  married  women} 

§  236.  Declaration  under  the  Statute  of  Maine.  —  A  similar 
statute  existed  in  Maine,  which  provided  that  the  premises  de- 
scribed in  the  declaration,  called  a  *'  certificate,"  not  exceeding 
a  given  value,  should  be  **  exempt  from  levy  on  any  execution 
issued  on  any  judgment  recovered  for  any  debt  contracted  jointly 
or  severally,  by  the  person  signing  said  certificate,  after  the  date 
of  the  recording  thereof."  *  A  judgment  recovered  after  the 
passage  of  this  act,  and  prior  to  the  recording  of  a  certificate  of 
homestead,  was  not  a  debt  contracted  '^  after  the  date  of  the 
recording,"  and,  therefore,  the  homestead  was  not  protected 
against  it.* 

§  237.  West  Virginia.  — In  a  note  to  the  preface  it  is  stated 
that  '*  the  latest  revisions  of  statutes  on  file  in  the  St.  Louis  Law 
Library  show  that  homestead  laws  exist  in  all  the  states  of  the 
Union  except  ♦  ♦  *  West  Virginia."  Although  we  can  find 
in  the  West  Virginia  Code  of  1868  no  trace  of  any  exemption  of 
realty,  a  correspondent  has  suggested  to  us  that  there  has  been, 
•since  1864,  an  exemption  of  land  of  the  value  of  $500,  The 
present  law  of  that  state,  passed  in  pursuance  of  a  provision  of 
the  Constitution  of  1872,*  provides  for  a  homestead  exemption. 
Since  this  book  went  to  press,  the  ninth  volume  of  West  Virginia 
Reports,  published  in  1877,  came  to  the  St.  Louis  Law  Library > 
containing  the  first  reported  case  adjudicated  in  that  state  upon 
the  subject  of  homesteads  which  the  writer  has  been  able  to  find. 
This  decision  refers,  presumably,  to  a  section  of  the  last-named 
statute  ^  providing  for  the  recording  of  a  declaration  of  exemp- 
tion. The  court  holds  that  a  homestead  is  not  exempt  as  against 
debts  contracted  prior  to  such  recordation.* 

1  Clements  v.  Stanton,  47  Cal.  60. 

«  Act  1860,  ch.  207,  J 4;  supra,  J  281,  8ubsec.6. 

s  MiUs  V.  Spaulding,  60  Me.  67 ;  Lawton  o.  Bruce,  89  Me.  484. 

*  Act  December  20,  1873. 

»  Acts  1872-8,  ch.  193,  J  10. 

•  Lineey  i?.  McGannon,  9  W.  Va.  164. 
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ARTICLE  I. — Dedication  by  Occupancy. 

§  240.  Scope  of  this  Chapter.  —  It  is  proposed  iu  this  chap- 
ter to  consider  the  second  and  more  usual  manner  of  dedicating 
land  as  a  homestead,  already  spoken  of,^  namely,  by  visible  oc- 
cupancy as  such ;  and  this  will  also  be  the  most  convenient  place 
to  consider  the  antithesis  of  dedication  of  the  homestead*  by 
occupancy,  namely,  the  loss  of  the  right  by  abandonment.  The 
definition  of  the  term  "homestead,"  which  will  be  found  else- 
where,' is  sufficiently  suggestive  of  an  interest  in  realty  of  a  char- 
acter essentially  different  from  that  implied  by  ownership  in  gen- 
eral. The  fact  that  the  place  is  designated  as  the  home  of  the 
owner  would  naturally  convey  to  the  mind  the  impression  that 
the  uses  for  which  it  was  set  apart  were  not  for  mere  speculative 
investment,  nor  yet  for  the  better  promotion  of  the  business 
enterprises  of  the  owner.  The  popular  idea  of  a  homestead  is 
uniformly  associated  with  that  of  the  occupancy  of  the  place  so 
designated,  either  in  the  past,  the  present,  or  the  future.  When, 
in  common  parlance,  a  place  is  spoken  of  as  **  the  homestead," 
the  expression  has  reference  to  a  place  which  has  been  occupied, 
is  now  occupied,  or  which  is  to  be  occupied  by  the  owner.  And 
how  great  soever  may  be  the  difference  of  construction  given  by 
the  courts  of  different  states  to  statutes  exempting  the  homestead 
from  forced  sale,  with  reference  to  the  effect  of  occupancy  in 
particular  cases,  they  all  recognize  the  necessity  of  bringing  the 
exempted  property  within  the  general  description  that  meets  the 
popular  notion  of  a  homestead.  For  the  most  part  the  statutes 
are  not  essentially  different  with  respect  to  this  important  feat- 
ure, but  the  constructions  they  have  received  in  diff'erent  locali- 
ties have  been,  in  some  instances,  widely  divergent.     The  points 


1  Ante,  J  286. 

*  AnU,  {  100  tt  seq, 
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upon  which  the  courts  have  differed,  as  well  as  those  where  it 
has  been  found  necessary  to  restrict  or  confine  the  term  with 
reference  to  the  occupation  of  the  premises  more  narrowly  than 
would  be  found  requisite  for  popular  purposes,  have  reference, 
chiefly,  to  the  nature  of  the  occupancy  —  whether  actual  or  con- 
structive, past,  present,  or  future,  permanent  or  temporary, 
personal  or  by  substitution.  Other  questions,  closely  inter- 
woven with  these,  have  been  separately  discussed.  Thus  the 
pui^poses  or  uses  for  which  the  land  is  occupied,  whether  for  resi- 
dence merely,  or  also  for  business  purposes,  and  the  extent  of  the 
occupancy,  whether  of  the  entire  premises  claimed  as  exempt,  or 
of  a  part  only,  have  formed  the  basis  of  a  separate  chapter ;  * 
while  still  another  chapter  has  been  devoted  to  a  consideration 
of  the  persons  by  whom  the  premises  must  be  occupied,  in  order 
to  establish  and  preserve  the  right.*  In  yet  another  chapter  has 
been  discussed  the  nature  of  the  occupancy,  with  reference  to  the 
question  whether  it  may  be  exclusive,  or  in  common  with  others.' 
To  this  chapter,  then,  is  reserved  the  consideration  of  the  per- 
sonal character  of  the  occupancy,  its  commencement,  continuity, 
and  termination. 

§  241.  Occnpaiicy  distingrulshed  from  Possession  —  3Iiist  be 
actual.  —  The  nature  of  the  occupancy  by  which  land  maybe 
impressed  with  the  homestead  character  should  be  carefully 
distinguished  from  possession^  such  as  may  be  suflScient  to  serve 
as  evidence  or  notice  of  title  in  the  possessor.  The  latter  may 
be  constrictive,  while  the  former  should  in  everv  instance  be 
actual  —  in  the  sense  that  it  should  not  depend  upon  paper 
evidence,  the  mere  erection  of  improvements,  the  payment  of 
taxes,  or  the  exercise  of  personal  control  over  the  property  to  be 
affected.*    Whatever  indulgence  the  courts  may  have  extended 

*  Ante,  ch.  8, 
■  Antef  ch.  2. 

*  Ante,  ch.  4,  art  6. 

*  Gregg  V.  Boatwick,  88  Cal.  220;  Mann  «.  Rogers,  86  Cal.  816;  Charless  v,  Lamher- 
Bon,  1  Iowa,  485;  KitcheU  v.  Burgwin,  21  HI.  40;  Walters  v.  The  People,  21  HI.  178; 
».  <?.,  21  HI.  194;  Tourville  v.  Pierson,  89  HI.  446;  True  v.  MorriU,  28  Vt.  672:  Dnvis 
V,  Andrews,  80  Vt  688;  Cabeen  v.  Mulligan,  87  HI.  230;  Titman  v.  Moore,  43  El. 
169 ;  Fisher  r.  Cornell,  70  111.  216. 
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in  (rertnin  instances  to  homestead  claimants,  with  reference  to  the 
nijitter  of  occnpnncy,  giving  effect  to  intentions  expressed  for  the 
future,  and  extending  the  protection  of  the  statute  to  property 
beyond  the  actual  personal  occupancy  of  the  debtor,  even  when 
they  have  been  most  liberal  in  shielding  the  homes  of  residents, 
in  the  interest  of  the  owner,  from  forced  sale,  or,  in  the  interest 
of  the  family,  from  a  voluntary  conveyance  by  the  owner  himself, 
the  occupancy,  either  past,  present,  or  future,  must  be  actual,* 

§  242.  Exceptioii  —  Occupancy  by  Widow  and  Orphan  Chil- 
dren. —  This  rule,  however,  does  not  apply  strictly,  in  all  cases, 
where  the  claim  is  made  by  the  widow  or  minor  children  surviv- 
ing the  owner  of  the  property  occupied  by  the  owner  as  a  home- 
stead at  the  time  of  his  death.  Although  it  is  necessarv  that 
there  should  have  been  sufficient  occupancy  of  the  premises  by 
the  husband  or  father,  prior  to  his  decease,  to  impress  them  with 
the  homestead  character,  and  the  object  of  the  law  is  to  presei*ve 
the  rights  of  the  survivors  to  the  property,  in  order  that  they 
may  occupy  it,  the  courts  are  much  more  liberal  in  construing 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  having  reference  to  occupancy  by 
the  widow  or  surviving  minor  children.  The  Supreme  Court  of 
Illinois  find  support  for  this  view  in  the  words  of  their  statute,* 
as  will  be  seen  by  the  following  language,  found  in  an  important 

'  CahiU  V,  Wilson,  62  III.  187 ;  Campbell  v.  Ayres,  18  Iowa,  262 ;  Coolidge  v.  Wella, 
20  Mich.  80 ;  Brown  v.  Martin,  4  Bush,  47 ;  Hall  v.  Heaslip,  16  Iowa,  461 ;  Charlesa  v. 
Lamberson,  1  Iowa,  436;  Page  v.  £wbank,  18  Iowa,  680;  Hyatt  v.  Spearman,  20 
Iowa,  610 ;  Tillotson  v.  MiUard,  7  Minn.  618 ;  KitcheU  v.  Burgwin,  21  HI.  40 ;  Walters 
V.  The  People,  21  HI.  178;  s.  c,  18  HI.  194;  Benedict  v.  Bunnell,  7  Cal.  246;  Gary*. 
Tice,  6  Cal.  626;  Petty  r.  Barrett,  87  Texas,  84;  Spaulding  t>.  Crane,  46  Vt  292; 
Campbell  v.  Adair,  46  Miss.  170. 

^  The  Ist  section  reads  as  follows:  "That,  in  addi|aon  to  the  property  now  exempt 
by  law  from  sale  under  execution,  there  shall  be  exempt  fVom  levy  and  forced  sale,  under 
any  process  or  order  from  any  court  of  law  or  equity  in  this  state,  for  debts  contracted 
from  and  after  the  fourth  day  of  July,  A.  D.  1861,  the  lot  of  ground  and  the  buildings 
thereon  occupied  as  a  residence  and  owned  by  the  debtor,  being  a  householder  and 
having  a  family,  to  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars.  Such  exemption  shall  continue 
after  the  death  of  such  householder,  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  family,  some,  or 
one,  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead  until  the  youngest  child  shall 
become  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until  the  death  of  such  widow ;  and  no  release 
or  waiver  of  such  exemption  shall  be  valid  imless  the  same  shall  be  in  writing,  sub- 
scribed by  such  householder,  and  acknowledged  in  the  same  manner  as  conveyances 
of  real  estate  are  by  law  required  to  be  acknowledged."  1  Stat  HI.,  ed.  1863,  p.  676. 
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case :  **  Upon  a  careful  examination  of  the  first  section  of  the 
act  it  will  be  perceived  that  the  language  in  reference  to  the 
occupancy  during  the  life  of  the  husband  and  after  his  death  is 
different,  and  seems  to  imply  that  it  was  intended  to  provide  for 
different  kinds  of  occupancy.  The  first  clause  exempts  the 
property  held  by  the  debtor  and  *  occupied  as  a  residence,'  while, 
in  the  second  clause,  the  right  is  reseiTed  to  the  widow  and 
family,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  for  the  limited  period  — 
*  some  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead.'  The  first 
clause  requires  the  occupancy  to  be  as  a  residence,  while  the 
other  is  satisfied  simply  by  an  occupancy.  This  would  seem  to 
imply  that  it  was  intended  that,  where  the  right  is  claimed  by 
the  husband,  it  must  appear  that  he  occupied  it  as  a  residence, 
lived  upon  it,  and  made  it  his  home  and  that  of  his  family ;  while, 
under  the  second*  clause,  an  occupancy  seems  to  answer  the 
i*equirement.  And  premises  may  be  occupied  by  a  tenant,  whose 
possession  is  considered  that  of  his  landlord.  And  this  construc- 
tion would  seem  to  be  imperatively  required  to  render  the  right 
available  to  children  of  tender  years,  where  both  parents  are 
dead ;  otherwise,  the  right  would  be  useless  to  them."^  Under 
the  New  Hampshire  statute,  by  which  it  is  provided  that  "  such 
homestead  shall  not  be  assets  in  the  hands  of  an  administrator 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  nor  subject  to  the  laws  of  distribution 
or  devise,  so  long  as  the  widow  or  minor  children,  or  any  or 
either  of  them,  shall  continue  to  occupy  the  same,"(?)  it  was 
held  that  the  law  was  satisfied  with  such  occupancy  by  the  widow 
as  was  consistent  with  her  enjoyment  of  the  premises.^  So, 
where  she  absented  herself  for  two  years,  during  which  time  she 
visited  her  friends  and  worked  in  another  town,  while  the  home- 
stead was  occupied  by  her  tenants,  and  visited  occasionally  by 
herself,  this  was  regarded  as  such  occupation  by  her  as  would 
suffice  to  preserve  the  homestead  character  of  the  property  so 
held.'  So,  in  the  case  of  Phipps  v.  Acton,*  it  was  held  that,  so 
long  as  the  widow  was  in  the  occupancy  or  control  of  the  premises, 

1  Titman  v,  Moore,  48  HI.  178. 
I  Locke  V.  Howell,  47  N.  H.  46. 
*  Franklin  v.  Coffee,  18  Texas,  410. 
«  12  Bush,  876. 
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by  herself,  her  agent,  or  tenant,  her  right  to  the  homestead  would 
continue.  A  widow  who,  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  con- 
tinues to  use,  for  the  purpose  of  storing  her  furniture,  a  room  in 
the  dwelling-house  owned  and  occupied  by  him  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  continues  to  occupy  the  homestead  so  as  to  save  the 
exemption  under  a  statute  exempting  ^'  the  homestead  occupied 
and  owned  by  a  householder  having  a  family."^  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Illinois  say  that,  **  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the 
widow,  being  under  no  disability,  can  abandon  the  homestead 
precisely  as  could  the  husband.  Whenever  it  appears  that  it 
has  ceased  to  be  her  home,  and  that  she  has  acquired  another 
place  of  permanent  abode,  she  thereby  loses  all  right  to  claim 
the  statutory  privilege ;  or,  even  if  she  abandons  it  with  the 
intention  of  not  returning  to  it  again  as  her  home,  the  right 
would  be  lost.  But  if,  from  sickness  or  other  necessary  cause, 
she  were  to  leave  temporarily,  with  the  intention  of  again  return- 
ing, it  would  be  othei-wise."^ 

§  243.  Gonttnned — Occnpajacy  by  Orphan  Children. — Un- 
der a  statute  providing  that  *'the  homestead  shall  be  exempt 
from  sale  on  execution  during  the  time  it  shall  be  occupied  by 
the  widow,  child,  or  children," '  it  has  been  held  that  minor  chil- 
dren, both  parents  being  dead,  are  incapable^  either  by  act  or 
declaration,  of  waiving  or  abandoning  the  homestead  right. 
Actual  occupancy  by  them  is  not  necessary.  It  is  the  duty  of 
the  guardian  to  take  possession  of  the  homestead,  and  lease  or 
rent  it  for  their  benefit ;  and  this  is  the  possession  and  occupancy 
contemplated  by  the  statute.*  In  this  state,  contrary  to  the 
general  doctrine,*  the  rights  of  the  widow  and  children  in  the 
homestead  are  declared  separate  and  independent,  in  the  sense 
that  neither  of  them  can  do  any  act  which  will  impair  the  rights 
of  the  others.  The  children,  however  ,are  not  required  to  assert 
their  right  of  homestead  during  the  continuance  of  the  widow's 


1  Brettun  v.  Fox,  100  Mass.  284. 
«  Wright  V.  Dunning,  4(5  111.  276. 
"  Gould's  Dig.  Stat.  Ark.,  ch.  68,  {  80, 
♦  Booth  V,  Goodwin,  i9  Ark.  638. 
6  Ante,  J  43. 
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right  by  reason  of  her  priority ;  nor  will  delay  after  the  cessation 
of  her  right  bar  or  prejudice  their  rights^  since  they  are  not  re- 
quired to  assert  their  rights  or  to  take  possession  of  the  homestead, 
by  reason  of  their  incapacity.  Hence  an  abandonment  of  the 
homestead  by  the  widow,  whether  by  remarriage  and  removal  to 
the  home  of  her  new  husband,  or  otherwise,,  will  in  nowise 
affect  the  rights  of  minor  children.^ 

§  244.    Occupancy  must  be  concurreut  with  Dedication. — 

Occupancy  being  an  indispensable  requisite  to  the  impressment 
of  the  premises  with  the  homestead  character,  in  order  to  hold 
the  propei-ty  exempt,  its  character  as  a  homestead  should  become 
fixed  before  the  contraction  of  the  debt,  the  rendition  of  the 
judgment,  or  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  conveyance  by 
which  it  is  sought  to  divest  the  rights  of  the  homestead  claimant. 
It  follows  that  there  should  be  such  actual  occupancy  as  the 
statute  recognizes  as  suiOBcient,  prior  to  the  occurrence  of  such 
liability  or  such  conveyance.*  It  would  not,  in  general,  be  suf- 
ficient that  the  property  was  antecedently  owned,  unless  there  was 
a  concurreut  occupancy.'  It  was  accordingly  held,  under  a  statute 
which  made  provision  for  a  formal  declaration  and  registration  of 
the  homestead,  that,  in  order  to  entitle  the  premises  so  claimed  and 
set  apart  to-  the  protection  of  the  statute,  they  ''  must  be  resided 
upon,  and  used  as  such,  at  the  time  the  declaration  is  made."  *  It 
was  so  held  by  the  same  court  when  a  party  sought  to  impress  a 
former  residence  w^ith  the  character  of  a  homestead  subsequent 
to  taking  up  his  residence  elsewhere.*  So,  under  the  homestead 
statute  of  Massachusetts  ,•  which  is  similar  to  that  of  California 
in  its  provisions  for  recording  the  declaration  of  intention  to  hold 
the  premises  designated  as  a  homestead,  it  was  held  that  such 
declaration  would  not  be  effective  to  impress  the  premises  claimed 
with  the  character  of  a  homestead  unless  the  householder  and 
head  of  the  family  was  occupying  the  premises  as  a  residence  at 

*  Johnston  v.  Turner,  29  Ark.  280 ;  Phipps  v,  Acton,  12  Bush,  375. 
«  Post,  i  246. 

*  But  see,  post,  {  800. 

«  Gregg  V,  Bostwick,  88  Cal.  220.    See,  also,  Villa  r.  Pico,  41  Cal.  469. 

*  Prescott  V,  Prescott,  46  Cal.  68. 
<  G«n.  Stat,  ch.  104,  {  2. 
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the  time  the  declaration  was  made.^  Here  the  householder  had, 
at  the  time  of  contracting  the  debt,  removed  the  dwelling-house 
formerly  standing  on  the  hind,  and  was  building  a  new  one  with 
the  intention  of  occupying  it.  This  was  held  insufficient  to  pro- 
tect the  real  estate  from  lew  and  sale  in  satisfaction  of  such 
debt.  This  rule  as  to  time  also  holds  good  when  the  statute 
authorizes  the  owner  of  a  homestead,  or,  in  case  of  his  neglect, 
his  wife,  to  cause  it  to  be  platted,  marked  out,  and  recorded,  for 
the  purpose  of  giving  notice  of  his  selection.*  In  deciding  a  case 
arising  under  such  a  statute  the  court  declares  that  thus  to  mark 
out,  plat,  and  record  a  tract  of  ground  as  a  homestead  does  not 
make  it  such.' 

§  245.  Reason  for  reqnlrinsr  actual  Occnpancy.  — The  chief 
reason  why  actual  occupancy  is  insisted  upon  as  a  condition  to 
the  exemption  of  the  homestead  is  that  it  may  serve  to  notify 
the  world  that  it  is  the  place  claimed  by  the  owner  as  exempt ; 
that  such  owner  may  not  obtain  credit  upon  the  strength  of  his 
ownership  of  land  subject  to  exemption,  and  so,  by  concealing  its 
real  character,  pervert  the  beneficent  provisions  of  the  statute  into 
an  adjunct  to  the  practice  of  fraud  and  deceit  upon  those  persons 
who  are  disposed  to  give  him  credit,  relying  upon  his  apparent 
solvency.*  This  view  of  the  law  is  well  expressed  by  Judge 
Wright,  in  a  case  arising  under  the  Iowa  statute,  where  he  says : 
*' Until  such  occupancy  the  proposed  creditors  cannot  know 
what  it  is  that  is  claimed  as  exempt.  If  there  is  actual  residence, 
however,  he  knows  that  the  law  gives  the  exemption.*'  * 

§  246.  Occupancy  must  be  co-existent  with  Accrual  of  ad- 
verse Biglit.  —  So  far,  therefore,  as  occupancy  is  essential  to  the 
inception  of  the  homestead  right,  whatever  indicia  may  be  held 
sufficient  to  give  notice  of  such  occupancy  must  be  present  ^  with 
reference  to  the  accruing  of  the  antagonistic  rights  to  which  it 

1  Lee  V,  Miller,  11  Allen,  87. 

'  Code  Iowa  1861,  {  1254  et  aeq.    This  statute  is  permissive  merely ;  it  recites  that 
'*  a  failure  in  this  respect  does  not  make  the  homestead  liable,"  etc 
"  Cole  V,  Gill,  14  Iowa,  627.    See,  also,  Yost  v.  Devaolt,  9  Iowa,  62. 

*  Ante,  J  104. 

*  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  441.    See,  also,  Williams  v.  Dorris,  81  Ark.  466. 
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18  opposed.  It  will  not  suffice  that  actual  possession  is  taken 
immediately  after  the  contraction  of  the  debt,  and,  when  we  come 
to  consider  the  question  of  abandonment^  we  shall  see  that  the 
exemption  cannot  rest  securely  upon  the  mere  fact  of  prior 
occupancy  which  had  permanently  ceased  when  the  debt  was 
contracted.^  The  mere  intention  on  the  part  of  the  owner,  ' 
however  manifested,  short  of  some  act  which  msiv  be  construed  ' 
into  actual  residence  on  the  premises  thus  claimed,  will  not  meet ' 
the  requirements  of  the  statute.  Ownership  and  occupancy 
must  concur  prior  to  the  inception  of  the  adverse  claim.  Ac- 
cordingly, where  the  owner  of  certain  real  estate,  intending  to  oc- 
cupy such  premises  as  his  homestead,  contracted  a  debt,  and  sub- 
sequently carried  his  intention  into  effect  by  removing  his  family 
to  the  place  so  selected,  the  creditor  was  permitted  to  subject  it  to 
the  satisfaction  of  his  demand.*  This  idea  is  well  brousfht  out  in 
a  leading  case  in  Illinois :  "  The  husband,  being  the  head  of  the 
family,  has  the  right  to  determine  and  control  their  residence, 
and,  when  he  intentionally  removes  from,  and  abandons,  the  home- 
stead, and  his  family  accompanies  him,  neither  he  nor  they  have 
any  power  to  resume  it,  so  as  to  cut  off  intervening  liens  which 
have  attached  during  such  abandonment.  When  a  lien  attaches 
during  such  abandonment,  it  is  no  more  defeated  by  returning  to, 
and  regaining,  possession  than  if  there  had  been  a  regularly  exe- 
cuted release  of  the  right.  Such  return  would  operate  as  a  new 
homestead  right  as  to  all  subsequent  debts  and  liens,  but  could 
not  affect  prior  claims  any  more  than  if  it  had  not  been  previously 
occupied  as  a  homestead.     The  right  to  claim  the  benefit  is  con- 

*  Titman  v.  Moore,  4B  HI.  174. 

'  Elston  V.  Robinson,  28  Iowa,  208 ;  Yost  v,  Devault,  8  Iowa,  845.  See  Monroe  v. 
May,  9  Kan.  466,  where  the  homestead  right  is  held  to  accrue  from  the  time  of  pur- 
chase ;  but  it  is  because  the  premises  were  purchased  for  a  homestead,  and  occupied 
as  such  within  "  a  reasonable  time,"  that  the  occupancy  was  held  to  take  effect  by 
relation.  Injra,  {  247.  In  Texas  it  has  been  held  sufficient  to  occupy  the  premises 
prior  to  the  sale.  Stone  v.  Darnell,  20  Texas,  11.  The  same  rule  obtains  in  Missis- 
sippi. Letchford  v,  Gary,  62  Miss.  791 ;  Totter  v,  Dobbs,  38  Miss,  198 ;  Lessley  v, 
Phipps,  49  Miss.  790 ;  Irwin  v.  Lewis,  60  Miss.  863.  It  is  also  thus  held  in  Nevada. 
Hawthorne  v.  Smith,  8  Nev.  182.  In  Illinois,  however,  it  is  held  necessary  that  occu- 
pancy should  commence  prior  to  the  rendition  of  judgment  Reinbach  v.  Walter,  27 
m.  893 ;  Freeman  v,  Stewart,  6  Biss.  19. 
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trolled  by  the  situation  of  the  property  at  the  time  the  debt  was 
contracted  or  the  lien  attached,  and  not  by  subsequent  acts  of  the 
debtor  and  his  family.  While  the  homestead  may  be  exempt 
when  the  debt  was  contracted,  by  its  subsequent  abandonment 
the  homestead  would  become  liable ;  but,  if  not  exempt  at  the 
time  of  crejiting  the  debt,  the  subsequent  possession  of  the  home- 
stead would  not  exempt  it.  That  can  only  be  accomplished  by 
the  debtor  by  paying  or  discharging  the  debt.*'  * 

§  247.  Exceptions  —  Intention  of  Debtor  —  Changing  Home- 
stead.—  Exceptional  circumstances  may  arise,  however,  where 
the  unexecuted  intentions  of  the  claimant  may  be  construed  into 
the  legal  equivalent  of  actual  occupancy  of  the  premises  claimed. 
As,  when  the  statute  authorizes  a  change  of  homestead  by  sale 
and  investment  of  the  proceeds  in  a  new  place  of  residence,  the 
rights  of  the  owner  may  be  preserved  as  against  existing  creditors 
during  the  occurrenca  of  the  change.  In  a  case  of  this  sort  it 
was  held,  under  the  provisions  of  a  statute  which  followed  the 
Constitution  of  the  state  in  desiornating:  the  real  estate  to  be  held 
exempt  as  '*a  homestead,  ♦  ♦  ♦  occupied  as  a  residence 
by  the  family,"  that,  although  the  claimant  does  not  actually 
occupy  the  premises  until  he  has  completed  his  purchase  and 
secured  his  title,  still,  if  he  purchase  it  for  a  homestead,  and 
enter  into  occupation  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  no  lien 
of  existing  judgments  will  attach.^  There  could  be  no  serious 
objection,  upon  principle,  to  a  recognition  of  the  validity  of  a 
claim  of  exemption,  under  circumstances  of  this  kind,  as  to  debts 
against  which  the  old  homestead  was  held  exempt.  The  sale  of 
the  residence  might  be,  in  a  mannw,  involuntary  on  the  part  of 
the  owner,  and  the  proceeds  in  his  hands,  being  for  the  purpose 
of  investment  in  property  similar  to  that  from  which  they  were 
derived,  might  be  considered,  according  to  the  doctrines  of  equi- 
table conversion^  as  real  estate  exempt  under  the  homestead  law. 
I  But,  should  the  homestead  claimant,  during  the  time  intervening 
between  the  sale  of  the  old  homestead  and  the  occupancy  of  the 
new,  contract  a  debt,  it  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  principle  of 

1  Titman  v.  Moore,  48  HI.  174. 

2  Monroe  v.  May,  9  Kan.  466,  475. 
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reason  and  justice  his  intentions  with  respect  to  the  proposed 
liome  for  his  iamilv  should  be  allowed  to  clothe  it  with  an  invio- 
lability  to  which  it  would  only  be  entitled  by  actual  occupation. 
The  contraction  of  the  debt  is  a  voluntary  act  upon  his  part,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  any  other  insignia  of  dedication  of  the  place 
purchased,  beyond  his  secret  intentions  in  that  respect,  he  might 
obtain  credit  upon  the  faith  of  his  ownership  of  unoccupied  prop- 
erty, even  while  making  the  most  diligent  preparation  to  occupy 
it  as  a  homestead,  and  thus  remove  it  beyond  the  reach  of  the 
party  who  had  extended  credit  to  him  while  the  property  seemed 
liable  for  his  debts.  Nor  can  this  doctrine  of  intended  occupanx^y 
be  safely  applied  to  the  cases  where,  prior  to  actual  occupancy, 
there  has  been  a  voluntary  alienation  of  the  premises.  There  is 
something  so  essentially  knavish  in  the  assertion  of  claims  of  this 
kind,  as  against  purchasers  in  good  faith  and  for  value,  that 
courts  should  give  them  but  a  reluctant  ear,  except  where  they 
come  backed  up  by  a  strict  conformity  to  statutory  requirements 
in  every  essential  particular. 

§  248.  Continued.  —  Nevertheless,  in  deciding  a  case  which 
arose  under  the  same  constitutional  and  statutory  provisions 
above  referred  to,  where  the  owner  and  occupant  of  a  forty-acre 
tract  had  purchased  a  detached  tract  of  ten  acres,  separated  from 
bis  homestead  by  a  railroad,  and  such  purchase  was  made  with 
the  real  or  pretended  intention  of  using  it  in  conjunction  with  the 
tract  already  occupied  by  this  purchaser,  but  before  it  had  been 
so  used  or  occupied,  a  parol  contract  of  sale  was  entered  into 
between  the  purchaser  and  wife  on  the  one  part,  and  a  person 
who  was  already  occupying  the  smaller  tract  on  the  other,  which 
contract  had  been  so  far  executed  on  the  part  of  the  covenantee 
as  to  take  it  out  of  the  operation  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds,  the 
court  seemed  disposed  to  apologize  for  sustaining  a  decree  of 
specific  performance  against  the  vendor  who  sought  to  shirk  his 
obligation,  upon  the  ground  that  the  subject  of  the  contract  was 
part  of  his  homestead.^  Here  the  plaintiff's  occupancy  of  the 
premises  contracted  for,  prior  to  the  purchase  by  the  defendant, 
was  virtually  held  sufficient  to  ueuti'alize  the  effect  of  defendant's 

I  Edwards  v.  Fry,  9  Kan.  417,  ttd. 
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admitted  intentions  at  the  time  of  his  purchase^  though  such 
prior  occupancy  was  merely  as  tenant  at  sufferance  of  the  defend- 
ant vendor.  This  circumstance  is  held  of  sufficient  importance 
to  render  the  question  of  the  purchaser's  tn^cn^f on  immaterial, 
though,  in  order  to  save  the  question  of  intended  occupancy  for 
general  application,  the  court  goes  so  far  outside  of  the  case 
under  consideration  as  to  say :  **  The  purchase  of  a  homestead 
and  the  removal  onto  it  cannot  be  made  momentarily  contempo- 
raneous. It  takes  time  for  a  party  in  possession  to  move  out, 
and  then  more  time  for  the  purchaser  to  move  in.  *  *  * 
Now,  the  law  does  not  wait  till  all  this  has  been  done,  and  the 
purchaser  actually  settled  in  his  new  home,  before  attaching  to 
it  the  inviolability  of  a  homestead.  A  purchase  of  a  homestead 
with  a  view  to  occupancy,  followed  by  occupancy  within  a  rea- 
sonable time,  may  secure,  a&  initio^  a. homestead  inviolability. 
Yet  occupation  is,  nevertheless,  an  essential  element  to  secure 
this  inviolability.''* 

§  249.  Gontlnaed. — In  a  case  decided  under  the  Kentucky 
statute^  it  was  held  that  the  right  of  exemption  was  dependent 
upon  **  the  present  and  actual  intention  of  the  debtor  to  use  and  • 
enjoy  the  property  sought  to  be  exempted  as  a  home  for  himself 
.and  family."  •  In  this  case  the  opinion  seems  to  be  reserved  as  to 
whether  it  would  be  necessary  to  manifest  an  intention  so  to 
occupy,  by  the  erection  or  maintenance  of  habitable  buildings 
upon  the  premises  claimed  as  exempt.  A  great  deal  of  latitude 
might  be  indulged  in  under  the  rule  of  **  the  present  and  actual 
intention."  If  it  be  only  necessary  that  the  intention  shall  be 
present  and  actual^  the  contemplated  act  may  not  be  anticipated 
for  an  indefinite  time ;  but,  if  it  is  meant  that  there  should  be  an 
actual  purpose  and  intention  oi present  occupancy  of  the  premises 
owned  by  the  party  asserting  the  claim  when  the  debt  was  con- 
tracted, this  might  reasonably  be  held  to  amount  in  substance  to 
actual  occupancy,  where  there  was  no  fraud  or  deceit  practiced, 
and  the  intention  of  the  debtor  was  openly  manifested.     There  is 

>  Edwards  v.  Fry,  9  Kan.  417,  426. 

•  Myer's  Supp.  714. 

*  Brown  o.  Martin,  4  Bush,  47. 
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no  better  reason  why  the  corporeal  presence  of  the  owner  of 
habitable  premises  should  be  required  at  the  place  claimed  as  ex- 
empt, in  order  to  render  him  an  actual  occupant  of  such  place,  for 
the  purpose  of  the  inception  of  the  homestead  right,  than  there 
is  for  prohibiting  his  temporary  absence  in  order  to  perpetuate 
the  right.^ 

§  250.  Disclaimer  of  Intention  to  occupy.  —  In  Iowa,  where 
the  courts  have  been  most  strict  in  requiring  the  concurrence  of 
ownership  and  occupancy  at  the  time  of  the  contraction  of  the 
debt  in  order  to  impress  the  premises  with  the  homestead  char- 
acter, it  has  been  held,  in  substance,  that  the  right  might  attach 
by  reason  of  occupancy,  notwithstanding  the  express  disclaimer 
of  the  occupant,  at  the  time,  of  an  intention  to  claim  the  property 
as  his  homestead.^  Thus,  in  the  case  cited,  the  owner  of  a  house 
and  lot  conveyed  it  to  another  person.  At  the  time  of  making 
the  conveyance  he  lived  upon  the  premises  with  his  housekeeper, 
but  his  family  remained  in  another  state,  where  they  had  a  home- 
stead. For  the  reason  that  his  wife  was  unwilling  to  leave  her 
home  in  the  East,  he  declared  that  he  should  be  compelled  to 
return  to  her.  Subsequently  she  came,  and  he  then  brought  an 
action  for  the  recovery  of  the  property,  on  the  ground  that,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  coni^yance,  he  was  a  married  man  and 
the  head  of  a  family ;  that  he  then  occupied  the  premises  as  his 
homestead,  and  that  his  wife  did  not  concur  in  the  deed  so  as  to 
relinquish  the  homestead  right.  It  was  held  that  it  was  his 
homestead,  notwithstanding  his  declared  intentions  to  the  con- 
trary, and  that  the  conveyance  passed  no  title.* 

§  251 .  Doctrine  of  Intention  to  occupy  illustrated. — Though 
the  construction  given  to  this  statute  in  the  state  of  Iowa  is 
clearly  opposed  to  the  recognition  of  secret,  or  even  expressed, 
intention  as  a  controlling  circumstance  from  which  the  character 
of  the  occupancy  of  the  premises  may  be  gathered,  and  cer- 
tainly opposed  to  the  dispensing  altogether  with  such  occupancy 

1  P68t,  2  272. 

'  WiUiams  v.  Swetland,  10  Iowa,  61. 

•  Jbid. 
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as  a  prerequisite  to  the  homestead  character  of  the  property 
claimed  as  exempt,  it  is  not  to  be  inferred  that  they  have  been 
inclined  to  entirely  discard  the  question  of  intention  in  this 
respect,  nor  that  they  have  been  unreasonably  exacting  as  to  the 
evidences  of  actual  occupancy  at  the  time  of  the  inception  of  the 
adverse  claim.  In  deciding  the  case  of  Neal  v.  Coe^  the  court 
gives  to  the  matter  of  intention  as  full  a  measure  of  influence 
as  is  consistent  with  justice.  There  a  tract  of  fifteen  acres  of 
improved  suburban  property  was  purchased  by  the  head  of  a 
family  with  a  view  to  occupying  the  same  as  a  homestead. 
Though  the  deed  was  executed  to  the  wife,  the  husband,  upon 
completing  the  purchase,  left  sufiicient  money  for  necessary  re- 
pairs, and  returned  to  his  former  residence,  where  he  had  left  his 
family,  for  the  purpose  of  removing  them  to  the  new  home,  in- 
tending to  occupy  the  house  if  it  should  be  found  ready  for  them 
—  as  he  was  informed  by  those  employed  to  make  the  repairs  it 
would  be.  Prior  to  their  departure  from  their  old  home  they 
shipped  all  their  household  goods  to  the  new  place.  The  goods 
that  arrived  in  advance  of  the  family  were  placed  in  the  new 
house.  Upon  reaching  the  place  the  purchaser  discovered  that 
the  goods  which  had  arrived  were  not  in  a  condition  fit  for  use, 
and  he  accordingly  procured  board  for  himself  and  family,  by  the 
week,  at  a  hotel  in  the  vicinity,  *where  he  kept  a  writing-desk 
and  a  bureau  for  their  temporary  accommodation.  The  remain- 
der of  the  goods  arrived  from  time  to  time,  and,  as  they  came, 
were  unpacked  and  put  in  the  house.  The  stable  was  used  by 
the  owner  of  the  premises  for  the  accommodation  of  his  own 
horse.  They  made  a  garden,  and  caused  a  part  of  the  land  to  be 
sowed  in  small  grain.  The  different  members  of  the  family  were 
at  the  house  more  or  less  daily,  where  repairs  were  going  on 
under  the  superintendence  of  the  husband  and  father,  and  all 
regarded  the  place  as  their  home.  Some  months  after  the  arrival 
of  the  family  they  moved  into  the  house ;  but  during  the  time 
they  had  been  boarding  they  contracted  a  debt,  which  being  sub- 
sequently prosecuted  to  judgment,  the  premises,  of  which  the 
defendants  were  then  in  possession,  occupying  as  a  home,  were 

>  85  Iowa,  407. 
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sold  in  satisfaction  thereof.  In  an  action  of  ejectment  by  the 
purchaser  against  husband  and  wife,  it  was  held  that  the  defend- 
ants had  such  possession  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted  as 
entitled  them  to  hold  the  premises  as  their  homestead  against  the 
purchaser  at  execution  sale. 

§  252,  And  discussed.  —  This  case  is  distinguished  by  the 
court  from  prior  decisions  of  the  same  court,  where  the  intention 
to  occupy  was  held  insufficient  to  give  the  owner's  property  the 
character  of  a  homestead.^  The  ground  of  the  distinction  is  that, 
in  the  earlier  cases,  what  is  denied  is  that  the  mere  intention  to 
occupy  the  premises  in  the  future  as  a  home,  coupled  with  actual 
occupancy  subsequent  to  the  contraction  of  the  debt,  will  exempt 
the  property  from  forced  sale  in  satisfaction  of  such  debt.  Day, 
J.,  in  rendering  the  opinion,  says :  **  While  the  intention  is  not 
alone  sufficient  to  impress  the  homestead  character,  yet  it  may 
be  considered  in  connection  with  the  circumstances.  Some  time 
usually  intervenes  after  the  purchase  of  property  before  it  can 
be  actually  occupied.  Even  after  the  process  of  moving  be- 
gins, it  frequently  takes  days  before  it  can  be  arranged  and  the 
house  placed  in  comfortable  condition  for  actual  occupancy. 
Under  such  circumstances  great  inconvenience  might  arise  if 
the  homestead  character  was  made  to  depend  upon  the  actual 
personal  presence  of  the  members  of  the  family.  Law  is  enti- 
tled to,  and  can  command,  respect  only  when  it  is  reasonable 
and  adapted  to  the  ordinary  conduct  of  human  affairs."^  In 
Michigan  it  is  held  that  neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  home- 
stead statute  has  undeitaken  to  exempt  a  contemplated  future 
homestead,  but  only  a  homestead  in  fact.  Therefore,  land  on 
which  no  dwelling-house  had  ever  been  erected  or  commenced, 
and  on  which  neither  the  owner  nor  his  family  had  ever  resided, 
could  be  held  as  a  homestead.' 

1  See  Elston  v,  Robinson,  23  Iowa,  208 ;  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  488 ;  Cole  v.  Gill, 
14  Iowa,  527 ;  Williams  v,  Swetland,  10  Iowa,  51 ;  Gharless  v,  Lamberson,  1  Iowa,  435. 

»  Neal  V.  Coe,  85  Iowa,  410.  See,  also,  Fogg  v.  Fogg,  40  N.  H.  282.  But  see 
Spaulding  v.  Crane,  46  Yt  292,  where  it  is  held  that  the  fact  that  the  residence  was 
undergoing  repairs  when  the  mortgage  was  executed,  and  that  the  family  intended  to 
go  into  it  and  occupy  it  as  a  residence,  was  not  enough  to  defeat  the  mortgnge. 

»  Coolidge  V.  "Wells,  20  Mich.  80.  To  the  same  point  see  True  v,  Morrill,'  28  Yt 
672;  Batts  ».  Scott,  87  Texas,  65. 
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f  §  253.  Occupancy  must  be  Permanent. — Without  discussing 
I  the  character  of  the  occupancy  with  respect  to  the  length  of  time 
'  during  which  the  premises  should  be  so  occupied,  as  it  affects  the 
question  of  abandonment j  it  may  be  laid  down  as  the  general  rule 
that  such  occupancy  should  be  permanent.  The  mere  personal 
presence  of  the  claimant  with  his  family,  if  only  for  a  temporary 
purpose,  whether  continued  for  a  long  or  short  period,  will  not 
operate  to  fix  the  homestead  right.*  On  the  other  hand,  per- 
manent occupation,  for  however  short  a  time  before  the  contrac- 
tion of  the  debt  or  the  alienation  of  the  premises,  will  suffice  to 
impress  it  with  the  homestead  character. 

§  254.  But  need  not  be  continuous.  —  All  the  courts  concur 
in  holding  that,  when  a  home,  residence,  or  settlement  has  been 
once  acquired  on  lands,  it  is  not  necessary  that  there  should  be  a 
coTitinuous  actual  occupancy  to  secure  the  homestead  so  acquired 
from  forced  sale.* 

§  255.   Must  be  personal,  and  not  by  Tenant.  —  Whatever 

a 

liberality  of  construction  the  courts  have  been  willing  from  time 
to  time  to  give  to  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  with  respect 
to  the  occupancy  by  which  the  homestead  character  may  be 
presei*ved  after  it  has  attached  to  the  property  claimed  as  exempt, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that,  in  order  to  impress  that  character 
upon  such  property  originally,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  occupy 
it  by  a  tenant  holding  under  a  lease.*  The  statutory  provisions 
of  the  different  states  beaiing  upon  this  branch  of  the  subject, 
though  differently  worded,  are  so  nearly  identical  in  substance 
that  they  have,  for  the  most  part,  been  construed  as  intending  to 
set  apart  the  exempt  property  for  actual  personal  occupation  by 
the  owner  and  his  family.     It  was  held,  under  the  statute  of 

1  Lee  V.  Miller,  11  AUen,  87. 

«  Kitchell  V.  Burgwin,  21  HI.  40;  Walters  v.  The  People,  21  HL  178;  Titman  v. 
Moore,  48  Dl.  169;  Smith  v.  The  People,  44  HI.  16;  Potts  v.  Davenport,  79  111.  459; 
Gipperly  v.  Rhodes,  58  111.  851 ;  Herrick  v.  Qittves,  16  Wis.  157 ;  Jarvais  v.  Moe,  88 
Wis.  440;  Davis  v.  Andrews,  80  Yt  688;  Fyffe  v.  Beers,  18  Iowa,  4;  Austin  v.  Stan- 
ley, 46  N.  H.  51 ;  Wetz  v.  Beaid,  12  Ohio  St  481 ;  Taylor  v.  Boulware,  17  Texas,  74; 
and  many  other  eases. 

»  Hoitt  V,  Wehh,  86  N.  H.  165 ;  True  v.  Morrill,  28  Vt  672. 
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Alabama,^  that  the  provision  that  the  exemption  was  "for  the 
use  of  the  family,"  and  to  include  the  homestead,  clearly  indi- 
cated that  there  should  be  au  actual  use  by  the  family.  And, 
though  the  renting  of  land  might  be  a  source  of  profit  which 
contributed  to  the  support  of  the  family,  the  **use"  contem- 
plated by  the  statute  was  of  the  thing ^  and  not  of  its  profits^  or 
any  income  derived  from  it.' 

§  256.  By  Tenant  In  Common.  —  In  those  states  where  an 
estate  in  common  with  others  is  held  sufficient  to  support  a  home- 
stead exemption,'  it  is  not  to  be  deemed  requisite  that  the  tenant, 
in  order  to  hold  the  property  exempt  as  a  homestead,  should 
have  exclusive  possession ;  for,  obviously,  the  tenant  would  not 
be  required  to  hold  by  an  occupancy  inconsistent  with  the  nature 
of  his  title.  His  occupancy  is  not  exclusive.  His  co-tenants 
have  the  same  rights  which  he  has,  with  respect  to  all  portions  of 
the  premises  ;  but,  so  long  as  the  joint  tenancy,  or  tenancy  in  com- 
mon, continues,  the  possession  of  the  actual  occupant  cannot  be 
disturbed,  even  by  his  co-tenants. 

§  257.  MuiSt  be  occupied  as  a  Home.  —  The  nature  of  the 
claim  made  to  the  property  is  clearly  indicative  of  the  use  to 
which  it  has  been  dedicated.  It  is  claimed  as  a  homestead;  there- 
fore it  must  be  intended  as  a  home  or  place  of  residence  for  the 
owner  and  his  family.  As  this  is  the  purpose  for  which  it  is 
claimed,  and  to  which  it  is  dedicated,  the  occupancy  by  which 
such  claim  and  dedication  are  made  known  to  the  world  should 
be  in  substantial  harmony  therewith.  It  should  be  occupied  as  a 
home  for  the  family  ^'^  and  not,  in  general,  for  business  purposes. 
But  this  branch  of  our  inquiry  has  been  made  the  subject  of  a 
distinct  chapter,  and  is  only  alluded  to  here  to  give  connection  to 
the  discussion.* 

§  258.   Must  be  occupied  by  the  Family.  —  The  purpose  for 

1  Code  Ala.  1860,  |  2462 ;  Rev.  Code  Ala.  1867,  J  2880. 

'  Raster  v.  McWilliams,  41  Ala.  802.    And  see  Allman  v.  Gaim,  29  Ala.  240 ;  El- 
more V,  Elmore,  10  Gal.  224.  ^ 
'  See  the  subject  f^iUy  presented,  antCf  {  180  et  $eq. 

*  Spaulding  r.  Crane,  46  Vt  298. 

*  Ante,  ch.  8. 
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which  the  home  place  is  clothed  with  this  peculiar  inviolability 
from  forced  sale  being  to  secure  a  home  for  the  family,  and  the 
character  of  the  occupancy  insisted  upon  being  such  as  could  only 
consist  with  its  dedication  to  that  use,  it  would  seem  to  follow 
that,  in  order  to  give  notice  to  the  world  of  such  dedication,  it 
should  be,  at  the  time  the  exemption  is  claimed  to  attach,  occu- 
pied by  the  family.  In  this  respect  the  courts  of  different  states 
have  been  more  or  less  strict  in  their  construction  of  the  statutory 
provisions,  in  some  instances  requiring  actual  occupancy,  not  only 
by  the  head  of  the  family,  but  that  the  family  itself  shall  be 
resident  upon  the  premises  claimed.^  Thus,  a  married  man 
came  to  California  in  1849,  purchased  a  piece  of  property  and 
resided  on  it,  his  wife  not  having  come  to  the  state,  and,  previous 
to  her  coming,  the  husband  mortgaged  the  property  without  the 
wife's  concurrence,  after  which  she  came  to  the  state  and  resided 
with  him  upon  the  mortgaged  premises  up  to  the  time  of  bringing 
of  a  suit  for  foreclosure.  The  statute  provided  that  '*  no  mort- 
gage, sale,  or  alienation  of  any  kind  whatever  of  such  land  by  the 
owner  thereof  shall  be  valid  without  the  signature  of  the  wife  to 
the  same,  acknowledged  by  her  separate  and  apart  from  her 
husband,  provided  that  the  wife  be  a  resident  of  this  state  ;  and 
that  such  signature  and  acknowledgment  shall  not  be  necessary  to 
the  validity  of  any  mortgage  upon  the  land  executed  before  it 
became  the  homestead  of  the  debtor."  *  The  court  held  that  the 
premises  had  never  been  impressed  with  the  character  of  a  home- 
stead, and,  hence,  the  defense  that  the  mortgage  was  void  because 
the  wife  had  not  joined  in  it  was  not  good.'  In  giving  the  reasons 
for  thus  holding,  Murray,  J.,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  declared  that,  .**if  it  were  otherwise,  every  house  in  the 
state  in  which  the  owner,  being  a  married  man,  had  slept  a  single 
night  would  be  prhna  facie  a  homestead,  and  there  would  be  no 
end  to  the  fraud  and  injustice  that  would  result."  But  in  a  sub- 
sequent case,  in  which  the  same  question  was  decided  in  the  same 
way,  the  phrase   **a  resident  of  this  state,"    as  used   in  the 

1  What  is  a  "family,"  who  iB  to  be  deemed  the  "head  of  a  family,"  and,  in  gen- 
eral, the  descripty3n  of  person  or  persons  who  may  claim  the  homestead  right,  form 
the  subject  of  a  separate  discussion.    Ante^  ch.  2. 

2  Act  April  21,  1861,  J  2. 
»  Gary  r.  Tice,  6  Cal.  626. 
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statute,  is  interpreted  to  mean  an  achutlj  and  not  a  mere  con- 
8ti*uctivey  presence  of  the  wife.^  On  the  other  hand,  there  are 
circumstances  under  which  the  presence  of  the  husband  is  not 
necessary  to  enable  a  wife  to  dedicate  as  a  homestead  land  on 
which  she  resides.  So  held  where  the  premises  consisted  of  land 
which  had  been  the  wife's  separate  estate  before  mamage,  on 
which  she  resided  with  her  sister  and  with  a  niece  whom  she  had 
raised,  and  whom  she  claimed  as  a  part  of  her  family,  where  there 
was  no  showing  as  to  the  cause  of  the  absence  of  the  husband, 
nor  any  proof  that  he  had  fixed  his  homestead  elsewhere.' 

§  259.  Continued,  —  However  shocking  to  preconceived  no- 
tions in  relation  to  the  wife's  rights  with  reference  to  real  estate  of 
which  her  husband  was  seized  during  his  life-time,  and  how  true 
soever  it  may  be,  in  general,  that  the  domicile  of  the  husband  is,  in 
contemplation  of  law,  the  domicile  of  the  wife,  it  is  quite  clear 
that,  in  enacting  this  statute,  the  Legislature  undertook  to  provide 
a  different  rule  to  meet  the  peculiar  exigencies  of  the  time,  the 
people,  and  the  place.  The  provision  as  to  the  wife's  residence, 
coupled  with  that  dispensing  with  the  necessity  for  her  signature 
and  acknowledgment  to  mortgages  upon  property  executed  be- 
fore it  had  become  the  homestead  of  the  debtor,  plainly  indicate 
that  the  Legislature  had  in  view  the  then  common  case  of  resident 
husbands  and  non-resident  wives.  But  it  is  difficult  to  under- 
stand why,  as  in  the  case  of  Bix  v,  McHenry,'  where  the  husband 
and  wife  had  both  taken  up  their  residence  in  California,  this 
statute  should  have  been  so  construed  as  to  validate  a  mortgage 
by  the  husband  upon  the  home  place  without  the  wife's  concur- 
rence, given  during  her  temporary  absence  from  the  state.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  statute  which  leads  to  the  inference  that  it  was 
intended  to  declare  that  actual  residence  once  acquired  by  cor- 
poreal presence  in  the  state  might  be  lost,  or  changed  to  con- 
sti-uctive  residence  by  mere  temporary  absence.  As  opposed  to 
the  doctrine  of  the  California  cases  above  cited,  it  was  held  in 
Louisiana  that,  when  a  husband  domiciled  in  that  state  dies, 

1  Benedict  v,  BunneU,  7  Gal.  246. 
•  Gambette  v.  Brock,  41  Cal.  78. 
»  7  Cal.  89. 
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leaving  property  therein,  the  surviving  wife,  though  she  had  never 
personally  resided  in  that  state,  would  be  entitled  to  the  home- 
stead exemption.  It  was  so  held  in  this  case,  in  strict  conformity 
to  the  generally-recognized  principle  that  the  domicile  of  the 
husband  draws  after  it  the  domicile  of  the  wife.^  So,  in  the 
case  of  Wilder  v.  The  State,'  where  the  debtor  had  bought  a  farm, 
made  improvements,  and  cultivated  it  with  a  view  to  dedicating 
it  as  a  home  for  his  family,  having  alienated  his  homestead  in 
Mississippi,  but  his  wife,  refusing  to  come  to  the  state,  remained 
in  Kentucky  with  her  mother,  and  with  her  remained  the  chil- 
dren. The  husband  frequently  visited  his  family  in  Kentucky, 
and,  when  he  had  gone  there  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  them  to 
their  new  home,  he  died ;  and,  his  widow  subsequently  claiming 
homestead  rights  for  herself  and  children  in  the  farm,  of  which 
she  took  charge  as  soon  as  military  restrictions  upon  inter- 
course between  Kentucky  and  that  portion  of  Arkansas  were  re- 
moved, her  claim  was  held  good,  as  having  been  perfected  by 
her  husband's  occupation  of  the  premises,  his  domicile  drawing 
with  it  the  domicile  of  the  rest  of  the  family.  As  we  have  already 
seen,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  has  given  a  similar  construc- 
tion to  the  statute  of  that  state.  It  was  there  decided  that  the 
husband's  residence  upon  the  premises  claimed,  with  his  house- 
keeper, before  his  wife  had  even  consented  to  take  up  her  resi- 
dence in  that  state,  would  so  impress  the  premises  with  the  char- 
acter of  a  homestead  that,  upon  the  wife's  subsequent  coming  to 
the  state,  a  sale  of  the  homestead  made  during  her  absence,  and 
without  her  concurrence,  was  declared  void.'    . 

§  260.  Conclusion.  —  It  may  be  laid  down,  therefore,  as  the 
prevalent  doctrine,  that  actual  residence  by  the  head  of  the  fam- 
ily prior  to  the  contraction  of  the  debt  or  the  alienation  or  in- 
cumbrance of  the  property,  he  occupying  it  as  a  home,  and  with 
the  intention  of  dedicating  it  to  the  uses  of  a  residence  for  his 
family,  will  be  sufficient  to  impress  upon  the  premises  so  occu- 
pied the  character  of  a  homestead.     The  doctrine  plainly  de- 

1  Succession  of  Christie,  20  La.  An.  888. 

«  29  Ark.  280. 

*  Williams  v,  Swetland,  10  Iowa,  61. 
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ducible  from  the  ruling  in  Wilder  v.  The  State  ^  is  that,  not  only 
will  the  husband's  occupancy  be  sufficient  to  impress  the  home- 
stead character  upon  the  premises,  so  that  he  may  hold  them 
exempt  during  his  life-time,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  to  preserve 
that  character  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  minor  children. 


ARTICLE  n. — Loss  by  Abandonment. 

§  263.  General  View.  —  The  homestead  right  being,  as  we 
have  seen,  dependent  for  its  creation  upon  actual  occupancy  by 
the  head  of  a  family,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that,  in  order  to  pre- 
serve the  place  so  occupied  inviolable,  such  occupancy  should  be 
continued.  The  authorities  all  concur  in  holding  that,  when  by 
unequivocal  abandonment  of  the  homestead  the  former  occupant 
has  evinced  his  intention  of  no  longer  treating  it  as  his  place  of 
residence,  his  right  of  exemption  is  lost.*  The  conflict  be- 
tween them  has  reference  principally  to  what  is  sufficient  evidence 
of  such  abandonment  to  make  it  eflectual  as  against  the  claimant. 
When  the  fact  of  abandonment  has  been  clearly  established, 
there  seems  no  doubt  that  it  will,  in  every  instance,  efiectually 
cut  off  the  exemption  as  against  all  intervening  demands,  aliena- 
tions, or  liens  acquired  during  the  cessation  of  the  occupancy.* 
So,  when  the  homestead  has  been  clearly  abandoned  by  a  perma- 
nent cess.'ition  of  occupancy,  and  there  is  such  an  alienation  as 
would  suffice  to  transfer  the  title  of  general  property,  or  debts 
are  contracted  which  might  be  rendered  a  charge  upon  real  estate 
never  impressed  with  the  homestead  character,  and  the  owner 
subsequently  returns  to,  and  occupies,  the  former  homestead, 
though  such  occupancy  would  be  sufficient  to  render  the  place 
exempt  as  against  subsequent  creditors,  it  could  not  affect 
transactions  occurring  between  the  time  of  abandonment  and  the 
resumption  of  occupancy.* 

§  264.  Degree  of  Proof  required  to  sliow  Intention  to 
abandon.  —  ^<  It  may  be  remarked,"  said  the  learned  judge,  in 

1  29  Ark.  2S0. 

*  BeU  V.  Schwarz,  87  Texas,  572 ;  Austin  v,  Stanley,  46  N.  H.  61. 

*  Phillips  V.  City  of  Springfield,  89  Dl.  88. 

*  Davis  V.  KeUy,  14  Iowa,  625 ;  Oampbell  v.  Adair,  46  Miss.  170. 
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delivering  the  opinion  in  the  case  last  cited,  *'  that  stronger  and 
clearer  proof  of  an  intention  to  abandon  and  relinquish  the  home- 
stead should  be  adduced  when  the  lien  set  up  is  claimed  to  have 
attached  during  its  actual  occupancy  than  when  it  arises,  or  is 
created,  at  a  time  when  the  parties  are  not  in  actual,  visible  pos- 
session. Not  that  in  either  case  a  mere  temporaiy  absence,  not 
designed  as  an  abandonment,  would  defeat  the  exemption,  but 
what  is  meant  is  that  the  intention  to  relinquish  should  be  stronger 
in  the  one  case  than  in  the  others.  And  this  for  the  reason  that, 
when  there  is  no  actual,  visible  possession,  the  rights  of  the  cred- 
itors intervene  under  circumstances  which  may  justify  the  con- 
clusion that  the  premises  do  not  constitute  the  homestead,  and, 
therefore,  to  prevent  fraud  the  intention  to  relinquish  need  not 
be  so  conclusively  shown.  When,  however,  the  lien  claimed 
originated  when  there  was  actual  possession,  the  intention  arises 
after  intervening  rights  have  attached,  and  by  no  fair  reasoning 
can  it  be  said  that  there  was  fraud,  or  a  chance  for  it,  at  the  time 
of  entering  into  the  contract.  And,  therefore,  while  loose  and 
indefinite  proof  will  not  be  sufficient  in  the  case  of  a  prior 
apparent  abandonment,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  intention 
shall  appear  beyond  all  reasonable  ground  of  dispute.  In  such 
a  case  the  creditor  has  certain  rights ;  he,  in  good  faith,  may 
rightfully  be  govenied  by  the  condition  of  things  as  he  finds 
them  ;  for,  if  there  was,  at  the  time  of  taking  his  mortgage,  an 
abandonment,  his  rights  then  intervened,  and  a  subsequent 
change  of  intention  and  resumption  of  the  possession  cannot  avail 
to  defeat  the  lien."  ^ 

§  265.  Abandonment  a  Question  of  Fact.  —  The  manner  in 
which  the  matter  of  intention  is  emphasized  in  the  foregoing  quo- 
tation sufficiently  illustrates  the  general  temper  of  the  courts  in 
regarding  this  as  the  controlling  circumstance  by  which  the  fact  of 
abandonment  is  to  be  determined.  So,  in  the  subsequent  case  of 
FyfFe  v.  Beers,^  by  the  same  court,  it  was  held  that  actual  removal 
from  the  homestead,  with  no  intension  to  retuniy  would  amount  to  a 

1  Davis  V.  Kelly,  14  Iowa,  525,  opinion  by  Wright,  J.  See,  also,  Morris  v.  Sargent, 
18  Iowa,  90 ;  Dunton  v.  Woodbury,  24  Iowa,  76 ;  Yost  i?.  Devault,  8  Iowa,  845 ;  Kurz 
V.  Brusch,  18  Iowa,  871. 

>  18  Iowa,  7. 
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forfeiture  of  the  right  as  against  purchasers  and  creditors,  even 
where  a  new  homestead  had  not  been  gained.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  Dillon,  J. ,  took  occasion  to  say  that  '*  the  dif- 
ficulty arises,  not  in  cases  where  the  removal  is  actual,  but  where 
there  is  claimed  the  intention  to  return  and  resume  possession  of 
the  premises  as  a  home.  And  here  the  difficulty  is  rather  one  of 
fact  than  of  law ;  for,  if  the  removal  is  temporary  and  the  animus 
revertendi  is  established,  and  third  pereons  have  not  been  led  to 
believe  it  was  not  a  homestead,  by  the  owner  thus  out  of  posses- 
sion, and  to  act  upon  this  belief  by  purcliasing,  or  specifically 
altering  their  condition,  upon  the  faith  that  it  was  not  exempt  as 
a  homestead,  the  law  would  treat  the  homestead  right  as  still 
subsisting.  For  such  cases  no  general  rule  can  be  annunciated ; 
each  turns  upon,  and  the  decision  of  each  exacts,  a  special  regard 
to  its  own  peculiar  facts.'*  ^ 

§  266.  How  far  a  Question  of  Inteiit.  —  Nor  is  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Iowa  at  all  singular  in  giving  to  the  intention 
of  the  occupant,  when  removing  with  respect  to  future  resump- 
tion of  possession,  such  conspicuous  importance  in  determining 
whether  or  not  he  has  abandoned  the  premises  as  a  homestead.  In 
McMillan  v.  Warner*  it  is  laid  down  very  emphatically  that,  •*  to 
abandon  a  homestead,  a  party  must  forsake  and  leave  it  with  the 
intent  never  to  return  to  it  again  as  a  homestead.''  *  In  rendering 

^  See,  also,  Stewart  v.  Brand,  28  Iowa,  482 ;  Orman  v,  Orman,  26  Iowa,  861,  where 
Cole,  J.,  says :  **  Such  abandonment,  in  order  to  forfeit  the  homestead  right,  must  be 
permanent,  not  a  mere  temporary  absence  with  an  intention  of  returning  to  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  property  as  a  home."  In  Kitchell  v.  Burgwin,  21  HL  45,  Breese,  J.,  said : 
"  The  land  must  be  the  spot  on  which  he  claims  a  residence,  and  on  which  his  family 
resides — it  must  be  the  home  of  the  family.  A  mere  occupancy  and  claim  of  home- 
stead, the  premises  not  being  the  actual  residence  or  home  of  the  family  for  every  day 
in  the  year,  may  well  consist  with  the  view  we  have  endeavored  to  express.  We  think 
it  could  still  be  the  homestead,  though  the  head  of  the  family  might  leave  it  in  search 
of  another  home  in  a  distant  state,  and,  being  disappointed,  might  return  to  it.  We 
can  lay  down  no  rule  to  govern  such  cases.  Each  case  must  depend  on  its  own  pecul- 
iar circumstances,  so  that  among  them  no  evidence  shall  be  found  of  an  abandonment 
by  himself  and  family."  It  is  reiterated  in  many  cases  that  whether  there  has  been  an 
abandonment  of  the  homestead  is  a  question  of  fact  Potts  v.  Davenport,  79  111.  459 ; 
Brennan  v.  Wallace,  25  Cal.  108;  Cook  v.  McChristian,  4  Gal.  28;  Fyffe  v.  Beers,  18 
Iowa,  7;  Shepherd  v.  Gassiday,  20  Texas,  26. 

>  88  Texas,  410. 

*  Bee  Shepherd  v.  Gassiday,  20  Texas,  29;  Gouhenant  v,  Gockrell,  20  Texas,  97. 
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the  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  case  of  Cabeen  v.  Mulligan, 
Walker,  C.  J.,  took  occasion  to  say,  with  reference i;o  the  home- 
stead claimant:  '^  His  intentions  may  have  been  a  material 
question  as  to  whether  he  had  ceased  to  be  a  resident  of  the 
state,  but  could  not  operate  upon  the  question  of  whether  he  had 
ceased  to  occupy  his  homestead."  This  language  would  seem 
to  indicate  that  the  question  of  abandonment  was  one  purely  of 
corporeal  absence,  irrespective  of  the  animus  revertendi;  but  an 
examination  of  this  case  will  show  that  it  was  the  party's  decla- 
rations of  his  purposes,  in  removing  from  the  home  place,  about 
which  the  court  was  in  doubt,  as  they  were  conflicting.  When 
he  removed,  it  was  to  another  state,  and  with  the  declared  inten- 
tion of  remaining  away.  When  he  returned,  he  admitted  that  he 
had  left  with  the  intention  of  remaining  permanently  in  the  other 
state,  and  that  his  change  of  mind  was  the  result  of  a  subsequent 
conviction  that  it  was  to  his  interest  to  return.  The  holding, 
therefore,  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  obtained  between  the  time 
of  his  removal  and  his  return  to  the  homestead,  would  attach, 
was  not  only  eminently  just,  but  it  was  consistent  with  the  gen- 
eral doctrine  laid  down  in  the  text  with  respect  to  the  controlling 
influence  of  the  intention  with  which  the  occupant  removes  from 
his  homestead.  So,  in  a  subsequent  case  by  the  same  court,^ 
where  the  party  left  the  homestead  and  leased  it  for  three  years, 
but  with  the  avowed  purpose  of  raising  money  to  pay  his  debts, 
and  with  the  intention  of  returning,  this  was  held  not  to  amount 
to  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead.  So,  also,  in  a  quite  recent 
case,'  where  the  occupant  of  the  homestead  left  it  in  1870  to  go 
elsewhere  to  better  his  fortune,  leasing  the  same,  but  reserving 
two  rooms  in  which  a  portion  of  his  household  goods  were  stored, 
expressing  his  intention  of  returning  if  the  climate  of  the  place  to 
which  he  went,  and  other  matters,  did  not  suit  him,  and  rented 
a  house  by  the  month,  but  never  exercised  any  political  privileges 
in  the  latter  place,  and  returned  to  his  former  home  three  years 
after  his  removal,  a  judgment  having  been  recovered  against  him 
during  the  intermediate  time,  execution  levied  upon  the  home- 

»  87  ni.  280. 

«  Wiggins  r.  Chance,  54  III.  176. 

•  Potts  V.  Davenport,  79  IlL  466. 
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stead,  and  the  property  sold,  it  was  held  that  the  temporary 
absence  of  the  owner,  as  above  stated,  did  not  amount  to  such  an 
abandonment  of  the  premises  as  would  support  the  title  acquired 
under  the  sale.^ 

§  267.  Intention  to  return,  when  formed  —  Repossession 
after  Abandonment* — The  intention  to  return,  by  which  the 
homestead  rights  are  preserved,  must  be  formed  at  the  time  the 
removal  occurs.  It  can  have  no  influence  whatever  in  restoring 
the  right  once  lost  by  actual  abandonment,  until  executed  by 
an  actual  resumption  of  occupancy.  When  the  occupant  has 
permanently  removed,  with  a  determination  not  to  return  to  the 
place  as  a  home,  the  premises  become,  like  any  other  property, 
subject  to  his  debts,  and  are  alienable  according  to  the  common 
rule.  To  rehabilitate  the  place  with  the  inviolable  character 
which  attaches  to  it  by  reason  of  its  actual  occupancy  as  a  home- 
stead there  must  be  the  same  strict  conformity  to  legal  require- 
ments as  though  they  never  had  been  so  occupied.  The  return 
-will  be  under  precisely  the  same  conditions  as  were  regarded  as 
essential  to  the  original  dedication  of  the  homestead.^  In  the 
case  cited  the  debtor  had  left  his  home  place  occupied  by  a  ten- 
ant, and  removed  to  another  house  owned  by  him,  where  he 
remained  until  the  newly-occupied  house  was  sold,  and  an  execu- 
tion had  been  levied  upon,  the  premises  occupied  by  the  tenant. 
It  was  held  that,  as  there  appeared  to  have  "been  no  present  pur- 
pose of  returning  at  the  time  the  original  homestead  was 
abandoned,  his  subsequent  unexecuted  intention  to  resume  pos- 
session would  not  have  the  effect  to  restore  his  right  to  hold  it 
exempt.  So,  where  the  homestead  was  abandoned  by  husband 
and  wife,  she  was  not  permitted  to  hold  the  premises  exempt,  by 
returning  after  a  separation  from  her  husband.' 

I  See,  also,  Howard  v,  Logan,  81  m.  888,  where  the  wtenHon  to  rebuild  was  con- 
sidered in  determining  whether  the  premises  were  abandoned  after  the  destruction  of 
the  improyements  by  fire  had  rendered  the  homestead  no  longer  habitable.  The 
effect  to  be  given  to  the  intention  of  the  Owner  of  the  homestead  in  removing  from  it 
has  also  been  recognized  in  Oipperly  v,  Rhodes,  58  111.  851 ;  Fyffe  v.  Beers,  18  Iowa, 
4;  Brennan  o.  Wallace,  25  Gal.  108 ;  Austin  v,  Stanley,  46  N.  H.  51 ;  Wright  v.  Dun- 
ning, 46  HI.  271 ;  Campbell  v.  Adair,  45  Miss.  17a 

>  Carter  v.  Goodman,  11  Bush,  228. 

•  PhiUips  V.  City  of  Springfield,  89  HI.  88. 
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§  268.  Abandonment  mast  be  actual,  and  not  merely  inten- 
tional. —  The  intention  of  the  occupant  to  permanently  remove 
becomes  effective  only  in  divesting  his  rights  with  respect  to  the 
property  after  the  removal  has  actually  taken  place.  So  long 
as  the  actual  abandonment  is  merely  in  prospective  the  home- 
stead claimant  has  the  same  right  to  change  his  mind  as  he 
would  have  to  retract  an  intention,  however  well  fixed  it  may  be 
in  his  cfwn  mind,  to  alienate  his  property,  or  to  perform  any 
other  intended  act  with  respect  to  his  own  possessions,  where 
the  rights  of  third  parties  have  not  attached  by  reason  of  mutual 
covenants.  He  may  even  absent  himself  from  his  home  with  the 
avowed  intention  of  selecting  another  place  of  abode,  and,  when 
the  particular  place  has  been  determined  upon,  of  making  such 
removal  permanent  by  removing  his  family  and  household  goods 
to  the  newly-acquired  home ;  and,  so  long  as  his  absence  from  his 
homestead  is  merely  for  the  purpose  of  selecting  a  future  habita- 
tion, it  would  necessarily  be  considered  as  temporary,  and  would 
not  amount  to  an  abandonment.  His  intention,  in  order  to  affect 
the  homestead  character  of  the  place  from  which  he  has  absented 
himself,  must  have  reference  to  his  present^  and  not  his  contem- 
plated^ removal.^ 

§  269.  Declaration,  how  far  Evidence  of  Intent.  —  The  dif- 
ferent forms  in  which  the  purpose  of  the  occupant  to  abandon 
the  homestead  may  be  manifested,  so  as  to  conclude  him  from 
subsequently  setting  up  the  claim  as  against  creditors  or 
alienees,  have  engaged  the  attention  of  the  courts  from  time  to 
time,  without  eliciting  any  general  rule  applicable  alike  to  all 
cases.  Where  the  importance  of  the  intent  is  amply  recognized, 
the  evidence  by  which  it  may  be  established  will  depend  upon 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  each  case.  Among  the  facts  by 
which  this  intent  may  be  arrived  at,  the  most  obvious  and  sug- 
gestive would  generally  be  the  declarations  of  the  party  himself. 
However  inconclusive  the  mere  assertion  of  a  party  may  be  as 
it  affects  conflicting  rights  between  himself  and  another,  to  what 
extent  soever  such  affirmations  or  denials  made  at  the  time  may 
be  modified  by  contemporaneous  circumstances,  the  avowed  in- 

1  Dawley  v.  Ayres,  28  Cal.  108, 

222 


DECLAUATION,  HOW   FAK   EVIDENCE   OF   INTENT.  §  ^70 

tentiou  with  which  the  occupant  of  a  homestead  removes  with  his 
family  cannot  be  totally  disregarded  so  long  as  the  animus  of 
the  removal  is  the  objective  point  of  inquiry.  And,  on  familiar 
grounds,  evidence  of  such  avowals  are  always  admissible  if  made 
in  disparagement  of  the  homestead  right  by  one  who  has  pos- 
sessed it,  and  during  the  time  of  such  possession.^  And,  the  rights 
of  the  Avife  in  this  respect  being  in  subordination  to  those  of  the 
husband,  his  declaration  made  at  such  a  time  is  admissible  to 
conclude  her  rights.^ 

§  270.  Continued.  —  In  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
the  case  of  McMillan  v.  Warner,*  Ogden,  J.,  uses  the  following 
language  :  *<  The  declarations  of  a  party  before,  at  the  time  of, 
and  after  leavins:  his  home  raav  be  odven  in  evidence  to  establish 
the  intent."  And  though  the  learned  judge  follows  this  by  lay- 
inir  down  the  doctiine  that  the  effect  of  these  declarations  will 
be  entirely  overcome  by  the  subsequent  **  sworn  statements  of 
the  party  himself,  taken  in  a  court  of  justice,  if  credible,  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
for  he  alone  has  full  knowledge  of  that  intent,  and  his  statement 
as  to  that  intent  can  be  directly  contradicted  by  no  human  testi- 
mony ;  "  yet  the  credibility  of  the  witness,  when  confronted  by  his 
own  conflicting  statements,  is  so  manifestly  a  matter  for  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury,  to  be  estimated  in  view  of  his  interest  in 
concealing  or  disclosing  the  truth  when  the  conflicting  statements 
are  made,  that  their  relative  value  can  scarcely  become  a  legiti- 
mate subject  for  judicial  speculation  upon  any  traditional  no- 
tions of  the  sanctity  of  an  oath.  But,  though  the  declarations  of 
the  pai-ty  at  the  time  he  removes  from  his  homestead  are  properly 
considered  by  the  court  or  jury  in  arriving  at  the  intent  with 
which  the  removal  is  made,  such  declarations  are  not  per  se 
conclusive,  either  as  against  the  subsequent  claim  of  exemption 
by  the  debtor  or  as  against  the  intervening  rights  of  creditors  or 
alienees.     It  is  quite  true,  as  stated  by  Ogden,  J.,*  that  **  a  per- 

*  Anderson  v,  Kent,  14  Kan.  207;  Brennan  v.  Wallace,  25  Cal.  116;  "Wright  t?.  Dun-' 
ning,  46  Dl.  271 ;  Holliman  v.  Smith,  39  Texas,  867. 

'  Brennan  v,  Wallace,  supra, 
»  38  Texas,  410. 

*  In  McMillan  v,  Warner,  supra. 
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son,  when  not  under  outh,  and  under  the  influence  of  passion , 
prejudice,  or  any  other  exciting  cause,  may  sometimes  indulge  in 
inconsiderate  language  not  strictly  true."  Without  the  restrain- 
ing fear  of  the  pains  and  penalties  of  perjury  before  their  eyes 
to  deter  them  from  falsehood,  a  consciousness  of  the  moral  obliq- 
uity of  the  act,  or  even  the  restraints  of  religion,  will  not  always 
impel  mankind  to  speak  truthfully  of  matters  aflEecting  their  tem- 
poral interests.  To  give  the  statements  of  a  party  as  to  his 
real  intentions  when  removing  from  his  homestead  conclusive 
effect  against  subsequent  creditors  and  alienees  would  be  simply, 
for  the  sake  of  fostering  a  sentimental  faith  in  human  probity,  to 
place  it  within  the  power  of  the  dishonest  to  anticipate  litigation 
by  manufacturing  evidence  in  their  own  behalf  which  would  suf- 
fice to  overcome  the  most  stubborn  and  convincing  facts  by 
which  such  home-made  proofs  could  be  confronted.^  In  con- 
sidering the  value  to  be  attached  to  the  declarations  made  by  a 
party  removing  from  his  homestead,  the  time  when  the  declara- 
tions were  made  becomes  very  material.  Thus,  in  an  ably  rea- 
soned case,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  says  that  the  pre- 
sumption that  a  person  removing  from  his  homestead  does  so 
ammo  manendi  ''  may  be  rebutted  by  circumstances  and  condi- 
tions surrounding  the  removal,  as  declarations  accompanying  it, 
manifesting  a  temporary  purpose  and  an  intention  to  return ; 
but  not  satisfactorily  by  ex^post-facto  professions  after  inteiTen- 
ins:  occurrences  had  made  them  advantageous."  *  A  mere  decla- 
ration  of  an  intention  to  make  an  occupied  lot  one's  homestead 
will  not  avail  as  against  a  deed  of  trust  of  the  owner,  although 
the  homestead  right  was  not  released  in  it. 

§  271.    Continued  —  Declaration  of  Purpose  to  abandon. — 

And,  even  where  the  declarations  of  the  party  are  relied  upon  as 
evidence  of  his  intent  to  permanently  abandon  the  premises, 
though  in  general  they  are  evidence  of  a  stronger  character 
than  when  invoked  in  his  own  behalf,  it  is  by  no  means  safe  in 
every  instance  to  accept  them  as  conclusive  even  against  him. 
Statements  of  this  kind  which  do  not  accurately  represent  the 

^  Jarvais  o.  Moe,  88  Wis.  448,  opinion  by  Byan,  0.  J. 
>  Baits  V.  Scott,  87  Texas,  66. 
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pui-poses  with  which  an  act  is  done  do  not  always  involve  moral 
obliquity.  Words  may  be  spoken  with  respect  to  an  intent, 
which  are  not  in  response  to  a  direct  or  interested  inquiry,  which 
are  so  carelessly  and  inconsiderately  framed  as  to  amount  to  a 
positive  distortion  of  the  meaning  of  the  speaker,  when  literally 
interpreted.  The  party  making  the  declaration,  for  purposes  of 
his  own  which  are  perfectly  innocent,  may  see  proper  to  speak 
with  reserve  in  regard  to  his  ultimate  intentions.  The  circum- 
stances under  which  the  declarations  are  made  may  not  be  such 
as  to  call  for  a  full  and  free  expression  of  his  intentions  with 
respect  to  a  future  place  of  abode.  Therefore,  where  the  intent 
to  permanently  remove  is  expressed  at  the  time,  under  circum- 
stances not  calculated  to  mislead  others  into  purchasing  or  giving 
credit  upon  the  faith  of  the  liability  of  the  property  for  debts  on 
account  of  the  cessation  of  occupancy,  the  effect  of  such  expres- 
sions may  be  overcome  by  countervailing  evidence  tending  to 
prove  a  purpose  on  the  part  of  the  homestead  claimant  to  resume 
the  occupancy  of  the  premises.  Thus,  where  an  old  lady  rented 
out  her  home  property  in  the  town  of  Bastrop,  Texas,  and  re- 
moved to  the  city  of  Austin,  stating  that  she  wished  to  live  with 
her  children,  despised  the  people  in  Bastrop,  society  was  bad 
there,  and  she  would  not  live  in  such  a  place,  and  afterwards  the 
property  was  sold  for  debt,  a  jury  found  that  there  had  been  no 
intentional  abandonment  of  the  homestead,  and  the  Supreme 
Court,  on  appeal,  sustained  the  finding,  upon  the  gi*ound  that 
the  jury  **were  acquainted  with  the  parties,  and  were  the  judges 
of  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  petulant  obsei-vations  of  this  old 
lady,  made  —  some  of  them,  at  least  —  when  she  was  in  very 
bad  humor."  ^  So,  where  the  claimant  of  the  homestead  was  a 
daguen-eotype  aiiist,  **  a  wanderer  by  vocation,"  who  had  been 
absent  in  search  of  business  on  former  occasions,  and,  when 
leaving  the  last  time,  took  with  him  two  wagon-loads  of  movable 
property,  consisting  chiefly  of  the  implements  and  apparatus  of 
his  art,  his  declaration,  made  at  the  time  of  his  departure,  of  an 
intention  ''to  come  back,"  and  his  never  having  expressed  a 
contrary  intention,  were  weighed  against  the  fact  of  his  having 

1  Shepbeid  v.  Cassiday,  20  Texas,  24. 
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taken  up  his  residence  elsewhere,  and  exercised  acts  of  citizen- 
ship by  voting  there,  and  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  abandon- 
ment of  the  homestead.^ 

§  272.  Duration  of  Absence^  how  far  Bvldence  of  Aban* 
donment.  —  Another  circumstance  by  which  intent  of  the  re- 
moving owner  of  a  homestead  may  be  arrived  at  is  the  length  of 
time  for  which  his  absence  is  continued.  But,  though  the  num- 
ber of  months  or  years  to  which  the  absence  of  the  party  may 
be  prolonged  without  working  a  forfeiture  of  his  rights  has 
frequently  been  considered  in  connection  with  other  facts,  time 
alone  would  be  one  of  the  most  uncertain  and  untrustworthy 
indicia  by  which  the  question  of  the  permanency  or  temporaty 
character  of  the  abandonment  could  be  determined.  To  hold 
the  homestead  right  dependent  upon  continued  personal  occupa- 
tion of  the  premises  claimed,  would  be  to  declare  the  prime 
condition  of  the  exemption  to  be  occupation  of  the  premises  as 
a  sort  of  jpriwn,  rather  than  9l  house -> — to  secure  to  the  family  cer- 
tain proprietary  rights  in  consideration  of  their  surrender  of 
personal  liberty.  To  restrict  privileges  of  the  owner  of  home- 
stead property  to  a  specific  number  of  months  or  years,  during 
which  he  might  absent  himself  from  home  without  losing  the  bene- 
fits of  the  homestead  law,  would  be  merely  to  extend  the  limits  of 
the  prison  without  changing  its  character  as  a  place  of  confine- 
ment. Says  Dillon,  J.,  in  a  case  elsewhere  cited  :*  **  How  long 
nn  absence  will  forfeit  the  right  depends  upon  circumstance?. 
If  a  man,  for  example,  should  lock  up  his  homestead,  or  even 
rent  it,  and  go  to  Europe  on  a  tour  of  pleasure,  or  for  any  other 
temporary  purpose,  clearly  intending  to  return  and  resume 
possession  of  the  homestead,  it  seems  clear  that  even  five  years* 
absence  would  not  —  cei-tainly,  as  respects  general  creditors  — 
work  a  forfeiture  of  the  homestead  right."  And  in  another  part 
of  the  same  opinion  the  learned  judge  says  that  **  prolonged  ab- 
sence would  ordinarily  justify  the  conclusion  of  abandonment, 
but  this  may  be  rebutted  and  explained,  especially  where  third 
persons  have  not  been  actually  misled.'*     In  a  subsequent  case 

1  Gouhenant  v.  Cockrell,  20  Texas,  98. 

2  Fyffe  r.  Beers,  18  Iowa,  7. 
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decided  by  the  same  court,  Cole,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinion, 
says  :  *<  While  the  length  of  the  time  of  absence  from  a  home- 
stead is  not  conclusive  upon  the  question  of  abandonment,  yet, 
where  there  are  no  circumstances  or  acts  of  the  party  manifesting 
a  purpose  to  return  and  occupy  it  as  a  homestead,  the  length  of 
time  becomes  an  important  fact  in  determining  the  question  of 
intention  to  return."^  So,  in  the  case  of  Cabeen  v.  Mulligan,' 
an  absence  of  two  years  from  the  homestead,  taken  in  connection 
with  other  circumstances  going  to  show  the  intent  with  which  the 
claimant  had  absented  himself  to  be  for  the  purpose  of  making 
it  a  permanent  removal,  was  considered  sufficient  evidence  of  such 
abandonment  as  would  work  a  forfeiture  of  his  homestead  rights. 
Where  there  has  been  a  temporary  removal  with  intention  of 
shortly  returning  to  the  homestead,  there  seems  to  be  no  doubt 
that  the  permanent  abandonment  may  be  effected  by  an  intention 
subsequently  formed,  evinced  by  any  unequivocal  act,  to  continue 
the  absence  indefinitely ;  but  it  would  be  manifestly  unjust  to 
hold,  where  the  absence  was  prolonged  indefinitely  by  sickness  or 
other  misfortune,  that  the  length  of  time  of  the  enforced  absence 
should  seriously  affect  the  question  of  abandonment. 

§  273.  Abandonment  of  Possession  to  a  Tenant. — As  we 
have  already  seen,  the  premises  should  be  occupied  as  a  residence 
for  the  family — as  a  home,  rather  than  as  a  source  of  income.' 
While  this  holds  good  with  respect  to  the  purposes  for  which  the 
place  is  to  be  used  in  order  to  preserve  the  homestead  character  so 
far  as  the  intentions  of  the  owner  are  concerned,  the  rule  is  much 
less  strict  as  to  the  manner  in  which  the  premises  are  occupied 
after  they  have  become  clothed  with  the  homestead  character  than 
it  is  as  to  how  it  shall  be  used  in  order  to  render  it  inviolable  in 
the  first  instance.  The  right  of  temporary  absence  without  for- 
feiture of  the  exemption,  which  is  so  clearly  recognized,  would 
be  of  little  value  if  hampered  with  the  proviso  that  the  house 
ordinarily  occupied  by  the  family  should,  during  their  temporary 
removal,  be  left  untenanted.     Therefore  the  mere  renting  of  the 

*  Dnnton  v.  Woodbury,  24  Iowa,  7C 
«  87  HI.  280. 

•  AntCf  ch.  8,  art  1. 
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home  place  to  a  tenant  will  not,  of  itself,  amount  to  conclusive 
evidence  of  an  intention  to  permanently  abandon  the  premises  as 
a  homestead.^  But,  if  the  place  be  rented  and  the  family  remove 
to  another  residence,  though  in  the  same  town,  intending  not  to 
return  to  the  rented  place  and  occupy  the  same  as  a  home,  pos- 
session by  the  tenant  will  not  be  sufficient  to  preserve  its  home- 
stead character.^  The  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin  have  been 
so  liberal  in  extending  the  privileges  of  the  homestead  claimant 
in  this  direction  as  to  hold,  where  the  premises  were  rented  for 
several  successive  years  to  a  tenant  who  occupied  them  as  a 
bakery,  tavern,  and  boarding-house,  that  the  homestead  charac- 
ter of  the  place  was  preserved  by  the  owner's  continuing  in  the 
house  with  his  tenant  as  a  boarder  and  lodger.' 

§  274.  Continued. — But,  where  the  owner  of  a  homestead 
removed  from  it,  leasing  it  to  a  tenant  for  five  years,  reserving 
the  right  to  terminate  the  lease  at  the  end  of  the  first  year  in 
case  he  should  sell  the  place  within  that  time,  this  was  considered 
a  sufficient  al)}indonment  of  the  place  to  deprive  it  of  its  home- 
stead character ;  and  accordingly  a  conveyance  by  the  husband 
without  his  wife's  joining  in  the  deed  was  sustained.*  In  decid- 
ing this  case,  Poland,  J.,  in  speaking  for  the  court,  said:  **  It  is 
not  true  that  every  temporary  absence  from  home  would  author- 
ize creditors  to  take  a  man's  homestead,  or  authorize  him  to  con- 
vey it  to  bar  the  right  of  his  wife.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  question  is. 
Does  he  occupy  it  for  a  homestead  f  does  he  live  and  have  his 
home  there?  "  In  a  subsequent  case,  by  the  same  court,  where 
the  same  statute  was  under  consideration,  it  was  held  to  have 
been  the  design  of  the  statute  to  make  the  husband's  power  of 
alienation  without  the  wife's  consent  readily  ascertainable,  by 
finding  whether  the  premises  were  occupied  by  him  as  a  residence, 
'*  without  leaving  it  to  depend  upon  his  intentions,  which  might 
be  known  only  to  himself."  *    But  this  was  in  a  case  where  the 

*  Herrick  v.  Graves,  16  "Wis.  157 ;  Dunn  v,  Tozer,  10  Cal.  171 ;  Austin  v.  Stanley, 
46  N.  H.  51 ;  GampbeU  v.  Adair,  45  Miss.  170;  Wetz  v.  Beard,  12  Ohio  St  48L 

s  Phelan'g  Estate,  16  Wis.  76;  Fisher  v.  Oomell,  70  IlL  216. 
»  Mvers  v.  Ford,  22  Wis.  189. 

*  Davis  17.  Andrews,  80  Vt.  678. 

*  Spaulding  v.  Crane,  46  Vt  800l 
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main  question  was  whether  there  had  been  such  occupancy  as 
would  impress  the  premises  with  the  homestead  character.  Since 
by  subsequent  legislation  the  words  of  the  statute,  "  occupied  as 
a  homestead/'  were  substituted  by  **used  and  kept  by  such 
housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family,"  ^  the  strictness  with  which  the 
courts  of  that  stiite  had  been  accustomed  to  insist  upon  actual 
occupancy  as  a  condition  to  the  perpetuation  of  the  homestead 
character  has  been  somewhat  modified.  It  was  accordingly  held, 
in  a  case  ansing  under  the  amended  statute  —  where  the  owner  of 
the  homestead  had  removed  from  it  temporarily,  and  had  rented 
the  premises  for  a  year,  except  the  upper  part  of  a  house  which 
was  occupied  by  a  tenant  from  month  to  month,  but  had  left  a 
portion  of  his  furniture  in  the  house,  and  his  absence  had  been 
protracted  by  accidents,  but  his  intention  of  returning  remained 
unchanged  —  that  the  homestead  right  had  not  been  forfeited,  and 
that  the  levy  of  an  execution  upon  the  homestead  during  his 
absence  would  be  invalid.'  It  is  difficult  to  see  upon  what  rea- 
soning a  case  presenting  the  same  facts  should  have  been  differ- 
ently decided  under  the  statute  before  amended.  When  the 
owner,  a  very  aged  man,  whose  children  had  intermarried  and 
made  homes  for  themselves,  leased  his  homestead  for  the  term 
of  one  year,  selling  a  part  of  his  household  goods  and  leaving 
the  remainder  stored  in  the  house,  visited  one  of  his  dausjhters 
in  a  different  part  of  the  state,  where  he  remained  for  several 
months,  and  then  returned  and  boarded  with  his  tenant  until  the 
expiration  of  the  lease,  this  was  held  no  abandonment.^ 

§  275.  Continued.  —  In  a  case  arising  under  the  Arkansas 
statute,  it  appeared  that  defendant  had  resided  on  the  premises, 
the  title  to  which  was  in  question,  for  several  years,  and  until  a 
year  or  two  before  the  sale  of  the  same  property  under  an  execu- 
tion against  him.  After  so  residing  upon  the  place  he  purchased 
a  tract  of  land  and  mill,  some  seventeen  miles  distant,  to  which 
he  removed  with  his  family,  renting  the  place  formerly  occupied 
to  a  tenant,  with  the  understanding  that  it  should  be  surrendered 
when  wanted  by  defendant.     It  appeared  in  testimony  that,  when 

»  Gen.  Stat.  Vt.  1863,  ch.  68,  {  1. 

«  West  River  Bank  v.  Gale,  42  Vt  27. 

»  Stewart  v.  Brand,  28  Iowa,  477.    See,  also,  Robb  t7.  McBride,  28  Iowa,  383. 
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the  tenant  took  possession,  he  was  especially  charged  by  defend- 
ant to  take  good  care  of  the  fences,  as  it  was  his  homestead.  A 
few  days  before  the  sale  the  defendant  moved  a  part  of  his  furni- 
ture, and  his  wife,  from  the  mill,  and  he  occupied  one  room  of  the 
house  luitil  a  short  time  after  the  sale,  when  he  returned  to  the 
mill,  and  the  room  occupied  by  him  previous  to  the  sale  was 
occupied  by  a  young  man  in  his  employ.  After  the  sale  the  de- 
fendant returned  to  the  mill,  where  he  remained,  settling  up  his 
business,  for  two  or  three  months,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time 
he  returned  to  the  place  claimed  as  a  homestead,  and,  in  a  suit 
between  the  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale  and  himself,  it  was 
held  that  ''  it  was  the  province  of  the  court,  sitting  as  a  jury,  to 
determine  from  the  evidence  whether  the  place  claimed  as  a 
homestead  was  the  residence  of  the  appellee,  and  whether  his 
removal  to  the  mill  place  was  permanent  or  merely  temporary, 
for  business  pui-poses;"^  and  that  the  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
homestead  claimant  would  not  be  disturbed. 

§  276.  Abandonment  by  Coercion  of  Husband.  —  As  a  con- 
sequence of  the  rule  that  the  residence  or  domicile  of  the  husband 
and  father  of  the  family  will  determine  the  place  of  residence  of 
the  wife  and  children,  it  would  seem  to  follow  that  he  might 
divest  the  right  of  the  wife  and  family  to  the  homestead  by  simply 
removing  himself  and  taking  up  his  abode  elsewhere,  or  by  open 
declarations  or  other  unequivocal  acts  manifesting  his  intention, 
upon  leaving,  to  abandon  the  place,  thus  rendering  it  the  proper 
subject  of  alienation  without  the  wife's  concurrence,  so  far  as 
homestead  rights  were  concerned,  and  so  circumvent  the  restric- 
tions upon  alienation ;  and  many  courts  hold  that  he  can  do  this 
by  removing,  and  by  virtue  of  his  marital  and  parental  authority 
compelling  the  family  to  go  with  him.*  It  is  true  that  one  or 
two  ill-considered  cases  are  found  which  indicate  a  contrary  un- 
derstanding ;  *  but  they  inculcate  views  which  destroy  all  estab- 
lished notions  of  the  subordination  of  the  wife  in  the  marital 


^  Tumlinson  v,  Swinney,  22  Ark.  400. 

«  Brown  v.  Coon,  8(5  111.  243;  Titman  v.  Moore,  48  HI.  174;  Burson  v.  Fowler,  66 
HI.  146;  Jordan  v.  Godman,  19  Texas,  278;  Hand  v.  Winn,  52  Miss.  788;  Guiod  v. 
Guiod,  14  Oal.  506 ;  Fobs  v.  Strachn,  42  N.  H.  40;  post,  i  488  et  seq. 

»  Dunn  V,  Tozer,  10  Cal.  171. 
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partnership,  and  opea  the  door  to  the  grossest  frauds  upon  creditors 
and  innocent  purchasers,  of  which,  unfoi*tunately,  the  judicial 
reports  exhibit  too  many  successful  instances.  Thus  it  is  now 
held  in  Illinois  that,  although  a  deed  of  conveyance  of  premises 
occupied  by  the  grantor  as  his  homestead  may  contain  no  release 
of  the  homestead,  yet,  if  he  voluntarily  abandons  the  premises 
and  permits  his  grantee  to  enter  and  hold  them,  this  will  amount 
to  a  waiver  of  his  homestead  right ;  and  such  abandonment  can- 
not be  avoided  for  the  fraud  of  the  grantee  after  such  a  delay  as 
would  prevent  the  grantor  from  maintaining  a  bill  for  a  rescission 
of  the  contract.^  Of  course,  if  the  wife  volurUaiHy  abandons  her 
homestead,  and  accompanies  her  husband  to  and  accepts  a 
new  homestead  provided  by  him,  she  can  no  longer  insist  that  her 
homestead  rights  attach  to  the  abandoned  premises.' 

§  277.  Desertion  of  Home  by  Husband.  —  But  it  has  been 
frequently  decided  that  what  amounts  to  an  act  of  desertion  by 
the  husband  cannot  have  the  effect  of  changing  the  home  of 
either  the  husband  or  his  deserted  family.*  The  grounds  upon 
which  this  question  was  so  decided  in  Moore  t;.  Dunning^  are  that 
*^  this  place  still  continued  the  home  and  residence  of  the  hus- 
band, as  well  as  his  family,  at  least  until  it  is  proved  that  he 
had  acquired  a  home  and  a  settlement  elsewhere,  and  this  the 
law  can  never  assume  he  has  done.  The  presumption  is  that  he 
continues  a  wanderer,  without  a  home,  until  he  returns  to  his 
duty  and  his  family."  So,  in  the  case  of  Drury  v.  Bachelder,* 
it  was  held  that,  if  the  husband's  removal  of  the  household  fur- 
niture, and  his  withdrawal  from  the  homestead  as  a  place  of 
residence,  could  take  from  it  the  character  of  a  homestead,  then 
he  could  accomplish  indirectly  that  which  he  could  not  do 

1  Hall  V.  FoUerton,  69  Bl.  448;  Hewitt  v.  Templeton,  48  lU.  867;  McDonald  «. 
Crandall,  48  HI.  281 ;  Pinley  v.  McOoimell«  60  BL  268 ;  Pishback  v.  Lane,  86  BL  487. 

*  Allison  V.  Shilling,  27  Texas,  450,  464. 

*  Moore  v.  Dunning,  29  Bl.  185 ;  White  v.  Olark,  86  Bl.  285 ;  Dearing  v.  Thomas,  25 
Ga.  228;  Re  Pratt,  1  C.  L.  J.  290.  And  see  GambeUe  v.  Brock,  41  Cal.  78;  Gary 
V,  Tice,  6  CaL  625;  Benedict  v.  Bunnell,  7  OaL  245;  Benson  t;.  Aitken,  17  Gal.  168; 
<nte,  {{  96-97. 

*  Supra, 

»  11  Gray,  214. 
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directly.  The  homestead  character  was  held  to  remain  as  long 
as  the  wife  manifested  an  intention  to  remain  and  not  abandon 
the  home.  And  even  where  the  husband's  removal  of  the  furni- 
ture compelled  her  to  live  at  another  place,  and  her  intention  to 
remain  was  only  evinced  by  giving  her  personal  attention  to  the 
care  of  the  house,  still  there  was  no  abandonment.  In  general, 
therefore,  it  must  be  accepted  as  true  that  the  husband  may 
change  his  place  of  abode  without  the  concurrence  of  other 
members  of  his  family,  in  such  a  manner  and  under  such  circum- 
stances as  would  not  amount  to  a  desertion  on  his  part ;  but, 
rather,  their  refusal  to  accompany  him  would  be  desertion  on 
their  pait,  and,  unless  under  peculiar  statutory  provisions  with 
respect  to  marital  rights,  the  homestead  might  be  so  abandoned 
as  to  leave  it  subject  to  alienation  or  seizure  for  debt,  precisely 
as  other  property, 

§  278.  Abandonment  and  Desertion  by  Wife.  —  Under  the 
New  Hampshire  statute,  which, 'as  will  more  fully  appear  here- 
after, is  construed  to  be  particularly  unfriendly  to  the  efficacy  of 
abandonment  to  divest  the  homestead  right,  it  is  held  that  the 
wife's  refusal  to  live  with  the  husband  because  of  his  alleged 
improper  intimacy  with  another  woman  would  not  deprive 
her  of  her  rights  in  the  homestead.^  The  principle  upon 
which  this  question  has  been  decided  is  that,  the  occupancy  of 
the  husband  being  sufficient  to  preserve  the  character  of  home- 
stead, the  claim  of  the  wife,  which  can  only  attach  as  a  vested 
right  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  will  remain  intact  where 
the  marital  relation  continued  to  the  date  of  his  decease.  She  is 
incapable  of  abandoning  the  premises,  during  the  life  of  the 
husband,  so  as  to  affect  his  rights,  and,  as  hers  are  dependent 
upon  his,  by  reason  of  the  relation  between  them,  as  long  as 
that  relation  continues  she  may  voluntarily  deprive  herself  of  the 
enjoyment  of  the  home  furnished  and  maintained  by  her  husband ; 
but,  as  soon  as  his  rights  have  passed  to  her,  she  may  enter  into 
possession  of  the  premises  by  reason  of  successorship  to  his 

1  Meader  v.  Place,  48  N.  H.  807 ;  Wood  v.  Lord,  61  N.  H.  44S ;  Atkinson  v.  Atkin- 
son, 40  N.  H.  249 ;  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H  285.  And  see  Doyle  v.  Cobum,  6  AUen^ 
71 ;  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  80 ;  Welch  o.  Rice,  81  Texas,  68S. 
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rights.^  And,  even  where  she  has  permanently  deserted  her 
home  and  is  living  in  adulteiy  with  another,  this  will  not  remove 
the  restrictions  upon  alienation.^  The  reasoning  upon  which 
this  doctrine  is  supported  in  the  case  cited  is  that  *'  the  Legisla- 
ture has  provided  that  the  homestead  shall  not  be  sold  except  in 
a  particular  way,  which  is  by  the  wife  joining  the  husband  in  the 
deed.  It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  this  provision  was  solely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  wife.  It  was  as  much  for  the  benefit  of  the 
children.  The  husband  can  make  no  disposition  of  the  property 
except  in  the  statutory  mode,  and  it  does  not  descend  as  assets 
to  the  estate  if  he  leaves  a  family." 

§  279.  Acquisition  of  new  Homestead  —  Evidence  of  Aban- 
donment of  old.  —  There  is  one  circumstance,  however,  by  which 
the  fact  of  abandonment  may  be  conclusively  proved,  and  that  is 
where  the  owner  of  the  place  has  not  only  removed,  but  has  estab- 
lished a  new  home  elsewhere."  Especially  is  this  true  where  the 
newly-acquired  home  is  upon  premises  owned  by  him,  to  which 
the  homestead  exemption  would  attach  by  reason  of  its  occupancy 
as  a  residence ;  ^  and  this  for  the  obvious  reason  that  a  man  can- 
not have  two  homesteads  at  the  same  time.^  In  fact  the  Massar- 
chusetts  statute  seems  to  be  construed  to  mean  that  it  is  only 
where  the  removal  is  to  a  new  homestead,  with  all  that  the  word 
implies  with  respect  to  ownership  as  well  as  occupancy,  that  such 
removal  will  prevent  the  party  from  successfully  maintaining  a 
claim  to  exemption  of  the  premises  formerly  occupied  by  him.  A 
mere  removal,  with  what  intention  soever  at  the  time,  would  not 
operate  as  an  abandonment. 

§  280.  Continued  —  The  Massachusetts  Cases.  —  Thus  in 
Massachusetts  it  is  laid  down  that  the  provision  of  the  statute  ^ 
to  the  eftect  that  **  no  release  or  waiver  of  such  exemption  shall 

1  Header  v.  Place,  supra, 
s  Lies  V.  De  Diablar,  12  Cal.  327. 

»  Carr  r.  Rising,  62  DL  14;  Jarvais  v.  Moc,  88  Wis.  440:  Cahill  v,  Wilson,  fi2  111. 
187 ;  Drury  v,  Bachelder,  11  Gray.  214 ;  Hollimaii  «.  Smith,  89  Texas,  862. 

*  Davis  t>.  Kelly,  14  Iowa,  526;  Brewer  c.  Wall,  28  Texas,  885;  Allison  v.  Shilling, 
27  Texas,  450 ;  Titman  o.  Moore,  48  BL 169 ;  Stewart  v.  Mackey,  16  Texas,  56 ;  Droiy 
V.  Bachelder,  11  Gray,  216. 

*  Jarvais  v.  Moe,  supra;  Davis  w.  Kelly,  supra;  Wright  v.  Dunning,  46  111.  271. 

*  Stat  1857,  ch.  298. 
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be  valid  in  law,  unless  by  deed  acknowledged  and  recorded  as  in 
case  of  convejunces  of  real  estate,  is  a  complete  and  decisive 
answer  to  the  argument  that  the  right  to  exemption  may  be  lost 
by  removing  the  family  from  the  homestead."  ^  In  another  case, 
by  the  same  court,  it  is  decided  that  absence  with  intention  to 
return,  and  without  acquiring  a  homestead  elsewhere^  would  not 
amount  to  abandonment.*  In  a  subsequent  case  doubt  is  ex- 
pressed whether  absence  from  the  homestead  can  divest  the  right 
to  claim  it  as  exempt,  and,  if  so,  it  is  held  that  it  must  be  of  the 
most  unequivocal  character.'  A  still  later  case  expresses  no 
doubt  npon  the  question,  but  lays  down  the  doctrine  most  favor- 
able to  the  claimant  quite  positively.  The  statute  exempted  the 
premises  **  occupied  as  a  residence  and  owned  by  the  debtor,  or 
any  such  buildings  owned  by  the  debtor  and  so  occupied  on  land 
not  his  own,  but  of  which  he  shall  be  in  rightful  possession,  by 
lease  or  otherwise,  he  being  a  householder  and  having  a  family."  ^ 
It  is  held  that  it  was  not  intended  to  make  the  continuance  of  the 
exemption  dependent  upon  the  continuance  of  the  occupancy  more 
than  upon  the  other  stjitutory  requisites.  A  previous  holding  of 
the  same  court,  that  the  homestead  was  not  lost  by  the  separation 
of  the  family,*  was  sufficient  waiTant  for  holding  in  this  case,  with- 
out raising  the  question  of  animus  revertendi^  that  the  removal  of 
the  family  and  leasing  of  the  premises  to  a  tenant  —  in  short,  that 
no  abandonment  of  the  premises  to  which  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion has  once  attached  — will  be  sufficient  to  terminate  it  until  a  new 
homestead  is  acquired  elsewhere.  The  reasoning  of  the  opinion 
is  as  follows :  '<  The  original  exemption  is  created  by  the  statute, 
not  merely  by  reason  of  the  ownership  and  occupation  of  the  land 
or  buildings,  but  it  requires,  also,  that  the  occupant  shall  be  a 
householder  and  have  a  family  .•  No  good  reason  can  be  given  why 
the  continuance  of  one  of  these  conditions  should  be  held  essential 
to  the  continuance  of  the  homestead  more  than  of  thte  other."  ^ 
And  under  the  same  statute,  which  provides  for  the  continuance 

*  Connor  v.  McMurray,  2  Allen,  204. 
'  Dulanty  v,  Pynchon,  6  Allen,  510. 
'  Lazell  V.  Lazell,  8  Allen,  576. 

*  Stat  1856,  cb.  238. 

'  Doyle  V.  Cobum,  6  Allen,  71. 

*  Woodwortb  v.  Comstock,  10  Allen,  426. 
^  "Woodbury  v.  Luddy,  14  Allen,  1. 
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of  the  exemption  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  children  atler  the 
death  of  the  husband,  <*  some  one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy 
the  homestead,"  it  was  held,  where  the  widow  of  a  deceased 
owner  of  property  occupied  as  a  homestead  absented  herself  from 
the  place,  but  retained  one  room  for  the  storage  of  her  furniture, 
that  this  did  not  amount  to  abandonment  so  long  as  she  had  not 
acquired  a  new  homestead  elsewhere,* 

§281.  Continued — New  Hampshire — Texas.  —  So  the  stat- 
ute of  New  Hampshire  seems  to  be  construed  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  that  state  to  favor  the  continuation  of  the  homestead 
privilege,  notwithstanding  the  removal  of  the  claimant.  No 
mere  act  of  the  party  seems  to  possess  sufficient  significance,  of 
itself,  to  amount  to  abandonment,  unless  there  is  an  undoubted 
change  of  domicile,  or  the  substitution  of  a  like  estate  in  another 
place.'  The  court-  says  that  the  question  whether  premises  are 
or  are  not  exempt  from  execution  is  to  be  determined  by  the 
rules  applicable  to  residence  and  domicile.'  In  Texas,  however, 
where  the  courts  have  been  inclined  to  construe  the  statute  most 
favorably  for  the  homestead  claimant,  it  is  held  that  the  acquisi- 
tion of  a  new  homestead  is  not  the  only  test  of  abandonment.^ 
But  the  reluctance  with  which  that  court  adopts  a  rule  unfavor- 
able to  the  perpetuation  of  the  homestead  right  is  illustrated  by 
the  language  of  Coke,  J.,  in  Cross  v.  Everts,*  when  he  says: 
^<  If  it  be  admitted  that  an  old  homestead  may,  in  opposition  to 
this  general  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Stoiy  with  regard  to  the 
change  of  domicile,  be  abandoned  before  the  acquisition  of  a  new 
one,  it  can  only  be  on  the  most  clear,  conclusive,  and  undeniable 
evidence  of  abandonment  of  the  homestead." 

§  282.  Continued — Application  of  the  Bnle  to  the  Wisconsin 
Statute.  —  The  principle  here  stated  has  had  a  peculiar  applica- 
tion in  Wisconsin.     The  statute  of  that  state  provides  that  <Hhe 

1  Brettftn  v.  Fox,  100  Mass.  284. 

*  Locke  V.  Howell,  47  K.  H.  46. 

*  Austin  V.  Stanley,  46  N.  H.  62. 

*  McMillan  v.  Warner,  8S  Texas,  410;  TraT^ck  v.  Hanis,  S  Texas,  812;  Shepherd  v. 
Cassiday,  20  Texas,  24;  Gk)uhenant  v.  Cockrell,  20  Texas,  dS;  Woolfolk  v.  Bicketts, 
41  Texas,  858. 

»  28  Texas,  688. 
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owner  of  a  homestead  under  the  laws  of  this  state  may  7'emove 
therefrom,  or  sell  and  convey  the  same,  and  such  removal  or  sale 
and  conveyance  shall  not  render  such  homestead  subject  or  liable 
to  forced  sale  on  execution/'  ^  etc.  The  removal  here  spoken  of 
is  understood  to  be  a  removal  for  temporary  purposes,  accompa- 
nied with  an  animus  revertendi — such  a  removal  as  does  not  take 
from  the  premises  the  quality  of  homestead;  for  ''the  homestead," 
says  the  court,  "  is  the  sole  subject  of  the  statute,  and  both  pro- 
visions apply  in  terms  to  the  actual  homestead  only  —  not  to  what 
miglit  have  been  or  might  become  his  homestead,  but  to  the 
judgment-debtor's  homestead  in  esse,  his  actual  and  continuous 
home  for  the  whole  time  of  exemption.^  What  the  owner  may 
convey  under  the  statute  is,  in  terms,  his  homestead  at  the  time 
of  conveyance,  ceasing  to  be  so  only  by  the  act  of  alienation. 
What  he  may  remove  from  without  forfeiture  of  exemption  is 
his  homestead.  What  is  to  remain  exempt  to  him,  notwithstand- 
ing removal,  is  his  homestead.  What  shall  not  become  subject 
to  judgment  lien  by  force  of  removal  is  his  homestead.  What 
is  exempt  is  always,  in  the  terms  of  the  statute,  his  homestead, 
when  exempt.  The  statute  applies  only  to  the  homestead  while 
it  is  the  homestead,  and  because  it  is  the  homestead ;  the  actual 
abiding  home  of  the  owner,  though  he  be  absent  from  it  by  re- 
moval ;  still  *  owned  and  occupied  *  by  the  debtor,  in  the  terms 
of  the  earlier  statute,  though  the  later  statute  allows  the  pos- 
session of  the  house  and  land  to  be  constructive  only  during 
temporary  absence  in  right  of  the  continuing  home.  And  the 
statutory  removal  is  essentially  temporary,  animo  redeundi,  '  such 
kind  of  absence  as  is  not  inconsistent  with  the  fact  that  the  prem- 
ises still  remain  the  residence  of  the  owner;'  for,  ceasing  the 
home,  the  exemption  ceases  both  by  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the 
statute."  *  The  conclusion  is  therefore  reached  that  an  abandon- 
ment of  the  homestead,  accompanied  with  the  acquisition  of  a  new 
one,  is  not  such  a  removal  as  is  provided  against  by  the  statute.^ 

»  2  Taylor's  Stat  Wis.  1550,  J  30. 
«  Upman  v.  Bank,  15  Wis.  449. 
»  Phelan's  Estat?,  16  Wis.  76. 
*•  Jarvais  o.  Moe,  88  Wis.  445. 
6  Ibid, 
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§  283.  To  constitute  Abandonment,  Removal  must  be  vol- 
untary.—  Asa  corollary  of  the  doctrine  that  the  question  of 
abuudonmeut  is  one  purely  of  intent^  the  removal  should  be  vol- 
untarv  in  the  strictest  sense  of  the  term.  It  is  true  that,  when 
one  leaves  his  customary  place  of  abode,  at  the  sacrifice  of  his 
pecuniary  interest,  to  avoid  danger,  however  justly  apprehended, 
he  may  be  said  to  act  with  volition,  in  the  sense  that  he  makes  a 
choice  of  evils,  and  may  be  said  to  intend  what  he  does.  And 
the  evil  may  be  of  such  magnitude  and  threatened  continuity  at 
the  time  as  to  induce  the  departure  with  the  present  purpose  of 
making  the  absence  permanent;  still  the  fear  by  which  the 
motives  were  controlled  would  be  considered  as  overbearing  his 
will,  and  the  removal  would  be  regarded  as  involuntary,  and 
would  not  operate  as  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead  right. 
Thus,  where  the  husband  removed  his  family  from  the  homestead, 
under  an  apprehension  for  their  safety  from  existing  hostilities 
with  the  Indians,  and  during  their  absence,  while  sojourning  in 
another  part  of  the  state,  executed  a  mortgage  upon  the  home- 
stead, without  the  concuiTence  of  his  wife,  this  was  held  not  to 
be  such  an  abandonment  of  the  home  as  would  render  tbe  prop- 
erty subject  to  alienation  or  incumbrance  without  her  joining  in 
the  execution  of  the  instrument.^  So,  where  the  husband's  ill- 
treatment  of  the  wife  causes  her  removal,  whatsoever  may  be 
the  effect  of  her  voluntary  absence,  her  right  to  the  homestead 
will  not  be  thei-eby  impaired.* 

§  284.  Removal  presumptive  Evidence  of  Abandonment — 
Burden  of  Proof.  —  Though  it  is  true,  as  we  have  abundantly 
seen,  that  a  mere  removal,  which  will  in  every  case  be  regarded 
as  temporary  where  there  is  an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  owner 
to  return  and  resume  his  occupancy  of  the  homestead,  will  not 
work  a  forfeiture  of  homestead  rights,  nevertheless,  a  cessation 
of  occupancy  may  raise  a  presumption  of  abandonment  which 
will  devolve  upon  the  claimant  the  duty  of  overcoming  it.*   Thus, 

»  Mo88  V.  Wamer,  10  CaL  296. 

*  Atkinson  v.  Atkinson,  87  N.  H.  484 ;  Barker  v.  Dayton,  2S  Wis.  867 ;  Vanzant  v, 
Vanzant,  28  LI.  686. 

*  Jarvus  V.  Moc,  88  Wis.  448. 
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in  the  case  of  Harper  v.  Forbes,*  decided  in  a  state  where  the 
statute  and  the  constraction  of  its  provisions  by  the  couit  of  last 
resort  have  been  very  liberal  in  the  presei-vation  of  homestead 
rights  once  acquired,  it  was  held  that  a  removal  of  the  family 
from  the  homestead  was, prima  faciei  evidence  of  abandonment. 
In  this  case  the  husband  and  wife  brought  an  action  to  recover 
premises  which  they  alleged  to  have  been  their  homestead  at  the 
time  of  its  alienation  by  the  husband,  without  the  wife  joining  iu 
the  deed.  A  demurrer  to  the  petition  was  sustained,  because  it 
contained  no  averment  that  the  premises  ^vere  occupied  as  a 
homestead  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance,  or  that  they  had  not 
been  previously  abandoned.  Field,  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  reiterates  the  doctrine  of  several  cases  previously 
decided  by  the  same  court  —  that  occupancy  of  premises  is  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  their  appropriation  as  a  homestead*  —  and 
then  proceeds  as  follows :  <*  Removal  from  premises  thus  appro- 
priated by  the  husband  with  his  family  is  in  like  manner  pre- 
sumptive evidence  of  their  abandonment  as  a  homestead.  In 
both  cases  the  presumption  must  be  rebutted  by  parties  who 
assert  a  claim  in  the  face  of  such  occupancy  or  removal.  What 
circumstances  will  be  sufficient  to  rebut  the  presumption  of  aban- 
donment may  often  be  a  matter  of  much  difficulty  to  determine. 
It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  it  must  appear  that  the  removal  was 
temporary  in  its  nature,  made  for  a  specific  purpose,  with  the 
intention  of  reoccupying  the  premises."*  From  this  it  will 
appear  that  the  occupancy  of  premises  by  the  owner  with  his 
family  is  only  regarded  as  raising  an  inference  of  homestead 
dedication,  and  that,  where  such  occupancy  ceases  by  the  volun- 
tary act  of  the  occupant,  **  no  presumption  or  inference  arises 
that  the  husband  means  to  resume  the  occupancy  of  the  premises 
as  the  homestead  of  his  family.''*  In  Illinois,  however,  it  is 
held  that  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead  will  not  be  presumed 
from  the  fact  that  the  head  of  the  family  has  gone  in  search  of 

»  15  Cal.  202. 

*  Cook  V.  McChrifltian,  4  Cal.  26;  Taylor  t;.  Hargous,  4  CaL  272;  Moss  v,  Warner, 
10  Cal.  297. 

»  Harper  p.  Forbes,  16  Cal.  202. 

*  Baldwin,  J.,  in  Benson  v,  Aitken,  17  Cal.  164. 
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another  home,  and,  being  disappointed ,  returns  to  the  old 
home.* 

§  285.    Degree   of  Proof  to  establlBh  Abandonment.  —  In 

Gouhenant  v.  CockrelP  the  court  says  that  the  best  evidence  that 
a  homestead  has  been  abandoned  is  that  a  new  one  has  been  ac- 
quired ;  and,  while  admitting  that  less  evidence  is  sufficient,  the 
court  says  that  ''  it  must  be  undeniably  clear,  and  beyond  almost 
the  shadow  —  at  least,  all  reasonable  ground  —  of  dispute,  that 
there  has  been  a  total  abandonment,  with  an  intention  not  to  return 
and  claim  the  exemption."  And  in  Shepherd  v.  Cassiday*  the 
same  court  says  :  *'  If  he  did  intend,  on  leaving,  to  abandon,  this 
may  be  changed  by  him  up  to  the  time  that  he  acquires  a  new 
homestead,"  or  up  to  the  time  that  some  opposing  right  by  sale  has 
vested  legally  in  other  parties.  In  Woolfolk  v.  Rickets*  these 
views  are  quoted  with  approval,  and  the  doctrine  is  laid  down 
that  a  voluntary  abandonment,  with  a  fixed  intention  not  to  re- 
turn, though  a  new  homestead  may  not  be  acquired,  will  open 
the  property  to  creditors  and  to  purchasers.  In  a  case  growing 
out  of  a  bankiniptcy  where  this  question  arose,  Dillon,  J.,  said 
that  *'  proof  of  an  intention  to  abandon  —  if  it  be  conceded  that 
in  Kansas  the  homestead  right  can  be  lost  by  the  abandonment  of 
the  property  —  must  be  clear  and  decisive."  • 

§  286.    ninstrations  —  Facts  establlshingr  Abandonment*  — 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  will  be  devoted  to  illustrations 
of  the  foregoing  doctrines  drawn  from  the  facts  of  particular 
cases  —  exhibiting,  first,  a  selection  of  cases  upon  the  facts  of 
which  the  courts  have  held  there  was  an  abandonment  of  the 
homestead,  and,  next,  a  selection  of  cases  whose  facts  warranted  a 
contrary  conclusion : 

1.   Davis  V.  Andrews. — In  Vermont,*  where  the  owner  of  a 
homestead  and  his  wife  left  it  in  October,  1856,  and  did  not  re- 

1  Ives  V.  Mills,  37  Hi.  75 ;  KitcheU  v.  Burgwin,  21  Dl.  40. 
«  20  Texas,  96. 
»  Ibid.,  24. 

*  41  Texas,  362. 

*  Rix  V.  Capitol  Bank,  2  Dill.  87a 

*  Davis  V.  Andrews,  80  V t.  679. 
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turn  there,  but  resided  elsewhere,  having,  at  the  time  of  leaving, 
leased  it  for  five  years  from  April  following,  the  lessee,  however, 
going  into  immediate  possession,  it  was  held  that  in  January, 
1857,  it  was  not  necessary  that  the  wife  should  join  in  a  deed 
with  the  husband  to  pass  the  title  thereto. 

2.  Wright  v.  Dunning.  —  In  Wright  v.  Dunning^  the  claimant 
of  the  homestead  was  a  widow,  and  it  appeared  that  she  never 
claimed  any  interest  in  the  land  except  her  dower;  that  she 
repeatedly  said  that  she  did  not  desire  or  intend  to  live  upon  the 
place ;  that,  after  the  sale  in  partition,  she  removed  and  built  a 
house  elsewhere  in  which  to  reside ;  that,  when  the  heirs  brought 
suit  for  partition  of  the  land,  she  made  no  claim  to  any  part  of  it 
as  her  homestead.  On  these  facts  the  court  held  that  she  had 
abandoned  her  homestead. 

3.  Cahill  V.  Wilson. — In  Cahill  v.  Wilson' the  title  to  the 
homestead  was  in  the  wife.  In  1859  the  husband  and  wife 
executed  a  deed  of  trust  to  the  land..  Two  years  prior  thereto, 
in  1857,  they  had  removed  from  it  and  established  themselves 
upon  another  farm,  which  the  husband  had  contracted  to  open. 
Thev  were  absent  from  the  homestead  for  five  vears,  until  March, 
1862.  During  one  year  or  more  of  this  time  the  family  resided 
in  another  county.  During  this  time  the  property  was  rented  to 
various  persons  by  the  husband.  The  only  evidence  tending  to 
show  an  intention  to  return  and  reside  upon  the  premises  was 
that  the  husband  inquired  of  an  attorney  as  to  the  mode  of  pre- 
serving his  rights.  Was  there  such  an  abandonment  of  the 
homestead  as  would  protect  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  under  the 
deed  of  trust?     The  court  held  that  there  was. 

4.  Jarvais  v.  Moe. — In  Jarvais  v.  Moe*  plaintiiT  removed 
from  his  former  home  without  manifesting  any  intention  of  re- 
turning to  it,  rented  it  to  other  persons,  and  moved  with  his  fam- 
ily into  another  building  owned  by  him  in  the  same  city,  for  the 
purpose  of  keeping  a  hotel  in  such  building.  He  claimed  that 
he  did  this  for  the  pui*pose  of  establishing  the  hotel  and  keeping 
it  until  he  could  rent  it  or  sell  it,  and  of  then  returning  to  his 

»  46  HI.  271. 
«  62  ni.  137. 
»  38  Wis.  440. 
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former  home.  He  remained  in  the  hotel  eiirhteen  months,  and 
left  it  only  when  it  became  obvious  that  he  could  not  maintain 
his  title  to  it  against  incumbrances  upon  it.  His  testimony 
showed  that,  had  his  hotel-keeping  prospered,  he  would  have 
continued  it  indefinitely,  unless  he  could  have  sold  or  rented  it 
to  his  satisfaction.  Under  these  circumstances  it  was  held  that 
he  must  be  regarded  as  having  acquired  a  new  residence  on  his 
hotel  property,  and  as  having  abandoned  his  former  homestead. 

5.  Anderson  v.  Kent,  — In  a  case  in  Kansas '  it  appeared  from 
the  evidence  that  the  wife  deserted  her  husband  in  May,  and  left 
him  in  possession  of  the  homestead  premises,  declaring  her  inten- 
tion never  to  return.  He  remained  in  possession  of  the  premises 
until  the  day  before  the  18th  of  June,,  when  he  was  absent  in 
another  county.  He  returned  with  the  purchaser,  and,  arriving 
on  the  morning  of  the  18th,  executed  a  deed  to  the  property,  and 
left  on  the  afternoon  train.  It  appeared  that  on  the  same  morn- 
ing he  was  requested  by  one  of  his  creditors  to  secure  his  claim 
by  a  mortgage  on  the  place.  This  he  declined  to  do,  saying  that 
it  was  his  homestead,  and  that  he  thou2:ht  thev  ouirht  not  to  ask 
him  to  mort(2:aore  his  honiestead.  On  these  facts  the  coui*t  said  : 
**  There  was  clearly  enough  testimony  to  support  a  finding  of 
abandonment  of  the  homestead  before  the  deed." 

6.  Gabeen  v.  Mulligan.  —  Where  the  husband  removed  to 
another  state  ^vith  his  family,  and  remained  there  for  two  years 
before  he  returned,  and  declared  when  he  left  that  he  expected  to 
remain,  and  after  his  return  that  he  expected  when  he  left  to 
remain,  but  that  it  was  to  his  interest  to  return,  the  court  held 
that  these  facts  constituted  an  abandonment  of  the  premises.  And 
the  court  said  that  such  removal  was  evidence  of  an  abandon- 
ment, **  without  reference  to  what  he  said  before  or  after  his 
retura."' 

7.  Titman  v.  Moore.  —  Where  a  person  left  his  farm  and 
removed  to  a  town  six  miles  distant,  where  he  voted  at  two  local 
elections,  first  renting  his  farm  for  three  years,  and  at  the  end  of 
one  year  terminating  that  agreement  and  renting  it  anew  for  five 


*  Anderson  «.  Kent,  14  Kan.  207. 
2  Cabeen  v.  iMulligan,  37  HI.  280,  236. 
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years,  and,  after  having  been  eighteen  months  absent  from  his 
farm,  executed  a  moitgage  which  did  not  release  the  benefit  of 
the  Homestead  Act,  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagee  took  his  lien 
free  from  the  operation  of  the  Homestead  Act,  and  that  the  right 
to  the  homestead  was  not  restored  by  a  subsequent  return  to, 
and  residence  on,  the  farm.^ 

8.  Fergus  y.  Woodworth. — In  Fergus  t;.  Woodworth'  the 
court  held  that  the  owner  of  a  homestead  who  had  removed  from 
the  same  with  his  family  and  then  mortgaged  it,  and  remained 
away  three  or  four  years,  could  not  defeat  the  mortgageor's 
claim  by  removing  into  the  premises  after  a  sale  under  a  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage. 

9.  Vaaey  v.  Th'ustees.  ^In  the  case  of  Vasey  v.  Trustees'  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  that,  nine  months  before  making  a 
conveyance  of  the  homestead  property,  the  owner  left  the  house 
and  removed  from  the  premises ;  that  he  placed  no  tenant  in 
possession,  cultivated  no  portion  of  the  place,  made  no  use  what- 
ever of  it,  and  had,  some  time  previous,  executed  a  mortgage  upon 
it.  Although  he  testified  that  he  had  intended  to  return,  the 
court  held  that  there  was  no  proof  of  the  animus  revertendi. 

§  287.  ninstrations  continued.  —  Facts  not  sufficient  to 
establish  Abandonment.  —  From  cases  where  the  facts  exhibited 
in  evidence  were  held  insufficient  to  establish  an  abandonment  of 
the  homestead,  the  following  selections  have  been  made : 

1.  Mills  y.  Van  Boskirk. — In  a  case  in  Texas*  the  evidence 
showed  that,  in  May,  1865,  the  husband  and  wife  left  their  home 
in  Bell  County,  stating  that  they  were  leaving  the  country ;  that 
they  had  cotton  on  the  road,  which  they  intended  to  take  to 
Mexico ;  that  they  were  dissatisfied  with  the  condition  of  the 
country,  and  did  not  know  that  they  would  ever  return  to  Bell 
County.  The  facts  further  appeared  that  they  did  not  return  to 
Bell  County ;  that  the  premises  were  attached  in  1867,  but  that 
they  had  acquired  no  homestead  elsewhere.      The  court  held 

»  Titman  v.  Moore,  48  111.  169. 

«  44  m.  874. 

»  69  lU.  188. 

«  Mills  v.  Van  Boskirk,  82  Texas,  86a 
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that  the  proof  was  not  sufficient  to  establish  an  abandonment  of 
the  homestead. 

2.  Taylor  v.  Boulware.  — In  the  case  of  Taylor  v.  Boulware/ 
where  the  evidence  showed  that  the  defendant  left  his  homestead 
in  charge  of  his  niece  and  her  husband,  they,  together  with  his 
servants,  constituting  his  family,  saying  that  he  was  going  to 
South  Carolina,  but  went  to  Mexico,  and  did  not  return  for  eight 
or  ten  months,  leaving  everything  to  go  on  just  as  when  he  was 
at  home,  and  tliere  was  no  evidence  of  an  intention  to  change  his 
residence,  the  court  held  that  these  facts  did  not  constitute  an 
abandonment  of  his  homestead. 

3.  Mo88  V.  Wainier, ^In  a  California  case,  where  it  appeared 
in  proof  that  the  family  were  compelled  to  leave  the  premises  on 
account  of  the  hostility  of  neighboring  Indians,  by  whom  the 
dwelling  was  burned,  and  400  head  of  their  stock  driven 
away;  that  for  the  greater  part  of  the  time  afterwards  the 
husband  was  absent  from  the  family,  and  the  mother  lived  with 
her  children  in  different  families  of  her  acquaintance,  having 
herself  no  permanent  place  of  residence,  and  that  during  this 
period  it  was  unsafe  for  her  and  her  children  to  reside  upon  the 
premises,  the  court  held  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  an  inten- 
tion to  abandon  the  homestead.* 

4.  Wiggins  y.  Chance. — In  a  case  in  which  it  appeared  that 
the  judgment-debtor,  who  owned  and  resided  on  a  homestead, 
rented  the  premises  for  three  years,  and  removed  from  them  with 
his  family  in  the  fall  of  the  year  to  a  town  in  the  same  county 
for  the  purpose  of  earning  money  to  pay  his  debts,  but  with  the 
intention  of  returning,  and  did  return  the  following  spring  and 
resume  the  occupancy  of  his  homestead  with  his  family,  the 
court  held  that  there  was  no  abandonment  of  the  homestead.' 

5.  Campbell  Y.  Adair,  —  In  a  Mississippi  case,  where  the 
widow  and  child  of  the  debtor,  after  his  death  in  1865,  continued 
to  reside  on  the  homestead  until  1867,  when  they  removed  to  her 
father's,  some  distance  away,  and  rented  the  premises  for  1867 
and  1868,  during  which  time  she  remained  at  her  father's,  but 
returned  in  1868  and  occupied  the  premises  as  a  home,  it  was 

»  17  Texas,  74. 

«  Moss  V,  Warner,  10  Cal.  296. 

•  Wiggins  V.  Chance,  64  Dl.  175. 
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held  that  there  was  no  such  abandonment  of  the  homestead  as  to 
make  it  liable  for  the  husband's  debts.^ 

6.  Henderson  v.  Ford.  — In  the  case  of  Henderson  v.  Ford,' 
elsewliere  noticed'^  in  another  connection,  it  was  held  that  a  soldier 
in  the  Confederate  army  could  not  be  considered,  by  reason  of  his 
absence,  as  having  abandoned  his  homestead.  Nor  would  the 
court  infer  from  the  fact  of  his  leaving  with  his  agent  instruc- 
tions for  the  sale  of  the  place  an  intention  to  abandon  it  unless  it 
should  be  sold. 

7.  Potts  V.  Davenport, — Where  the  debtor,  being  much  em- 
barrassed financially,  left  his  homestead  with  his  family,  to  better 
his  fortunes  by  embarking  in  business  in  Chicago,  and  rented  his 
home  from  year  to  year,  reserving  two  rooms,  and  expressing, 
at  the  same  time,  his  intention  of  returning  if  the  climate,  and 
other  matters,  did  not  suit  him,  and  left  a  portion  of  his  goods 
and  valuables  in  the  house,  where  they  remained  until  his  return, 
when  he  and  his  family  resumed  possession  and  occupied  the 
place  as  a  homestead,  he  having  exercised  no  political  privileges 
while  in  Chicago,  it  was  held  that  such  facts  did  not  constitute  an 
abandonment  of  his  homestead.^ 

8.  Stewart  v.  Brand.  —  In  another  case  it  appeared  that  the 
owner  of  the  homestead,  upon  the  death  of  his  wife,  leased  the 
premises  for  one  year,  sold  part  of  his  household  goods,  and, 
leaving  the  remainder  in  the  house,  went  to  visit  his  married 
daughter.  He  returned  in  the  latter  part  of  the  year,  and 
boarded  with  the  tenant  until  the  term  expired.  When  the 
tenant  moved  out,  the  claimant's  son,  against  the  protest  of  the 
claimant,  moved  in  and  continued  to  occupy  the  premises.  The 
father  immediately  began  a  suit  for  forcible  entity  and  detainer^ 
but  desisted  from  disturbing  his  occupancy  from  motives  of 
humanity  (as  he  and  his  wife  were  consumptives,  and  very 
feeble),  until  his  death.  The  court  held  that  such  facts  did  not 
constitute  an  abandonment.* 

9.  Tumlin^son  v.  Swinney.  — In  Arkansas  the  court  held  that 

^  Campbell  v.  Adair,  45  Miss.  170. 
«  46  Texas,  627. 
«  Ante,  J  92,  note. 

*  Potts  V.  Davenport,  79  HI.  466. 

*  Stewart  v.  Brand,  23  Iowa,  477. 
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a  debtor  may  have  two  residences,  either  of  which  he  may  claim 
as  his  homestead,  aud  might  make  his  election  even  on  the  day 
of  sale.  Accoi'dingly,  where  it  appeared  that  the  debtor  pur- 
chased a  tract  of  land  and  a  mill  seventeen  miles  distant  from 
his  home,  and  moved  there,  leaving  his  former  residence  in  the 
hands  of  a  tenant  (under  the  agreement  that  he  was  to  have 
possession  when  he  wanted  it),  charging  him  to  take  good  care  of 
the  fence,  for  it  was  his  homestead  ;  that  after  a  levy  of  execution, 
and  a  few  days  before  the  sale,  the  debtor  moved  a  part  of  his 
furniture  and  his  wife  from  the  mill,  and  occupied  one  room  of 
his  residence  until  a  short  time  after  the  sale,  when  he  returned 
to  the  mill  with  his  wife,  where  they  remained  for  some  months, 
settling  up  his  business,  and  then  returned  to  his  residence ;  that 
on  the  dav  of  sale  he  claimed  the  homestead,  the  court  held 
that  there  was  no  abandonment  of  the  premises.^ 

10.  Gipperly  V.  Rhodes,  —  In  a  case  where  it  appeared  that 
the  owner  of  a  homestead  left  it  and  went  to  a  town  in  another 
state,  and  accepted  employment  of  a  railroad  company,  without 
the  intention  of  remaining  permanentlj'^  away,  and  kept  house 
with  his  wife,  who  accompanied  him,  for  a  number  of  months  in 
a  couple  of  rooms  which  he  hired,  but  testified  that  he  had  n(> 
intention  of  abandoning  his  homestead,  but  intended  to  return, 
the  court  held  that  these  facts  did  not  constitute  an  abandon- 
ment.* 

'  Tumlinson  v.  Swinney,  22  Ark.  400. 
s  Cipperly  v.  Rhodes,  63  HL  846. 
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OF   PRIVILEGED   DEBTS. 

Bkction  290.  Scope  of  this  Chapter. 

ARTICLE  L— Debts  and  Lieks  subsisting  prior  to  the  taking  Effectt  of 

AN  Exemption  Law. 

Section  291.  Such  Debts  and  Liens  privileged. 

292.  The  North  Carolina  Homestead  and  Exemption  Law  r.ot  retroactive. 

298.  Recent  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee. 

294.  Application  of  Laws  saving  Debts  contracted  before  Passage. 

295.  Continued — Judgment  on  itemized  Account 

296.  Continued — Delivery  Bond. 

297.  Date  of  taking  Effect  of  Statute. 

ARTICLE  n. — Debts  gesatsd  prior  to  the  Aoqxtibition  of  the  Homestead. 

Section  299.  Statutory  Provisions,  and  their  Design. 

800.  Accrual  of  Homestead  Right  in  Vermont  and  Missouri. 

801.  Change  of  Homestead  in  Iowa. 

802.  By  selling  and  repurchasing. 

808.  Time  allowed  Debtor  to  change — Debts  contracted  pending  Change. 

804.  Continued — Rule  in  Missouri. 

805.  Purchase  of  Homestead  by  Insolvent* 

806.  Continued — Conflicting  Decisions  in  California. 

807.  Continued — Rule  in  California,  Nevada,  and  Illinois. 

808.  Continued — Rule  in  Texas — Marrying  to  defeat  Creditors. 

809.  Continued — Fraudulent  Acquisition  of  Homestead. 

810.  Conclusion — Analogy  to  fhiudulent  Conveyances. 

811.  Effect  of  changing  the  Form  of  Indebtedness — Exchange  of  Securi- 

ties— Renewals. 

812.  Continued — If  higher  Security  is  taken,  what 
818.  Illustration — Note  given  for  simple  Contract  Debt 
814.   Contract  reviving  Debt  barred  by  Limitation. 
816.  Continued — Effect  of  the  Rule  upon  Sureties. 
816.  Wife's  ante-nuptial  Debts. 

ARTICLE  in. — Liens  subsisting  prior  to  the  Time  when  the  Premises 

BECAME  impressed  WITH  THE  HOMESTEAD   CHARACTER. 

Section  817.  Liens  not  divested  by  subsequent  Appropriation  as  Homestead. 

818.  Rule  applies  to  Attachment  Liens. 

819.  Exception  in  Mississippi  and  Texas — Judgment  Liens. 

820.  Change  of  Homestead  does  not  affect  Liens. 
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SxcTiOK  321.  Continued — Conflicting  DecisionB  under  Iowa  Statute. 

822.  Continued — Recent  Views  of  Iowa  Court. 

823.  Conventional  Liens — Mortgages — Deeds  of  Trust 

824.  Continued — Rule  in  Texas. 

825.  Continued — Scope  of  the  Rule  in  Texas. 

826.  Illustration  of  the  Texas  Doctrine. 

827.  Comments  on  the  Louisiana  and  Texas  Doctrine. 

828.  Continued — Mortgage  to  secure  Aiture  Advances. 

ARTICLE  IV. — Unfjud  PuRCHASx-MoinET — Vendor's  Lixn. 

i.  General  DoeMne. 

SzcTiov  330.  Preference  of  Vendor  over  Exemption. 
381.  Reasons  of  the  Rule. 

832.  Continued — Reasons  drawn  fW>m  Priority  of  Time. 
838.  Simultaneous  Execution  of  Deed  of  Purchase  and  Mortgage  for 

Purchase-money. 
834.  The  resulting  Rule— Vendor's  Lien  an  Incumbrance  merely. 

f  .  What  i$  Purehaae-fnoney  f 

SMCaoN  836.  Case  of  seven!  mesne  Conveyances. 

336.  EiTect  of  Assignment  of  Note  for  Purchase-money. 

887.  Payment  in  Notes  of  third  Person— Liability   of  Vendee  as  Tn- 

dorser. 
838.  Money  loaned  wherewith  to  make  Purchase. 
889,  340.  Reasons  given  for  opposing  Conclusions. 

841.  Resulting  Rules — Money  advanced  on  personal  Security  of  Vendee. 

842.  Advance  made  directly  to  Vendor — Promise  of  Mortgage — Ad- 

vance made  to  pay  preexisting  Debt* 

848.  Mortgage  given  by  Husband  in  such  Case. 

844.  Advance  to  discharge  preexisting  Vendor's  Lien. 

845.  Continued — Doctrine  of  a  Texas  Case. 

846.  The  foregoing  Case  criticised. 

847.  Transaction  disconnected  with  Payment  of  Purchase-money. 

848.  Agreement  to  pay  Purchase-money  to  third  Person. 

S.  Enforcement  of  Vendor^a  Lien  upon  the  Homestead, 

Bxcnas  349.  Such  Lien  enforceable  only  in  Equity. 

350.  Exception — Foreclosure  of  Mortgage — Writ  of  Assistance. 

851.  Vendor  estopped  by  Laches. 

852.  Statutory  Remedy  in  Iowa. 
858.  Statutory  Remedy  in  Geoi^a. 

854.  In  Mississippi,  in  Case  of  Death  of  Vendee. 

855.  Vendor's  Preference  for  unpaid  Balance. 

856.  Exception  in  Case  of  Chattels  capable  of  Separation. 

857.  Continued — Rule  in  New  York. 

858.  Mortgage  in  Part  for  Purchase-money  covering  both  Homestead 

and  Non-homestead  Tract 

4*  Effect  of  Exchange  of  Seeuritiee. 

Bzcnon  859-361.  Effect  of  Exchange  of  Securities  on  Vendor's  Preference. 
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S,  Consequences  which  flow  from  Vendor's  Preference  over  the  Homestead. 

SscrioK  8C2.  Wife  need  not  concur  in  Mortgage  for  Purchase-money. 

868.  Husband's  Mortgage  for  Purchase-money  and  other  Indebtedness. 

864.  Wife's  sole  Mortgage  for  Purchase-money. 

865.  Husband  may  renounce  Purchase,  or  buy  outstanding  Tide. 

866.  But  cannot  charge  Homestead  with  additional  Burdens. 

867.  Surety  in  Note  for  Purchase-money. 

868.  Lien  for  Purchase-money  on  Land  does  not  affect  Crop. 

ARTICLE  y.— Debts  oontractzd  in  BSMOYDro  Incumbraitgics. 
Sbctiok  870.  Construction  of  Provision  in  (}eoigia  Constitution. 

ABTICLE  VI. — LiKNs  for  thb  Creation,  Improvement,  and  Presertation  of 
THB  PROPERTY'— Mechanic's,  Furnisher's,  Landlord's,  and  Laborer's  Liens. 

Section  872.  Beason  and  Policy  of  excepting  Mechanic's  Liens,  etc 

878.  A  contrary  Policy  in  Minnesota. 

874.  Power  of  Husband  to  charge  Homestead  for  Improvements. 

875.  Meaning  of  the  Term  "Improvements." 

876.  Factor's  Lien  in  Geoij^a. 

877.  Landlord's  Lien. 

878.  Liability  of  Profits  of  Homestead  for  Necessaries. 

879.  Laborer's  Wages. 

ABTICLE  Vn.  — Judgments  in  Actions  ex  Delicto. 

SsoriON  880.  Statutory  Provisions. 

881.  Construction  of  these  Statutes — Trespass — Slander — Assault   and 

Battery. 

882.  Bule  in  New  York  as  to  Frauds  and  other  Torts. 
888.  Judgments  for  Costs  in  Actions  for  Torts. 

ABTICLE  Vm.— -Public  Debts. 

SxcmoN  885.  Maxim  that  general  Statutes  do  not  bind  the  Sovereign. 

886.  Application  of  this  Principle  to  Exemption  Laws. 

887.  How  in  Case  of  Demands  against  defaulting  Tax-collectors. 

888.  Continued — Conflicting  Cases  in  Kentucky. 

§  290.  Scope  of  this  Cliapter.  —  Under  the  denomination  of 
privileged  debts^  I  shall  classify  in  this  chapter  all  debts  and  lia- 
bilities of  a  person  which  are  excepted,  by  operation  of  law,  from 
the  effect  of  statutes  and  constitutional  provisions  which  exempt 
from  execution  a  homestead  and  personal  property.  Those  debts 
which  are  privileged  by  express  contract  of  the  persons  entitled 
to  release  or  waive  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  or  chattel  ex- 
emption, such  as  debts  secured  by  valid  mortgages  placed  upon 
the  homestead  itself  or  upon  the  chattel  itself,  or  debts  as  to 
which  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  laws  is  waived,  are  not  within 
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the  scope  of  this  chapter.  By  force  of  statutory  or  constitutional 
provisions,  or  by  judicial  construction,  those  debts  and  ob- 
ligations named  in  the  eight  subdivisions  of  this  chapter  have 
been  declaved  privileged  from  the  operation  of  such  laws. 


ARTICLE  I. — Debts  and    Liens  subsisting  prior  to  the  taking 

Effect  of  an  Exemption  Law. 

§291.  Such  Debts  and  lAens  privilegred. — As  already  shown  ,^ 
homestead  and  other  exemption  laws  which  attempt  to  embrace 
within  their  oneration  debts  and  liens  created  bv  contract  entered 
into  prior  to  their  passage  are  to  that  extent  in  derogation  of 
the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  void.  Every  debt, 
then,  created  by  contract  prior  to  the  passage  of  any  homestead 
or  exemption  law  is  privileged  from  the  operation  of  such  law. 
To  this  rule,  as  the  writer  understands  it,  the  courts  can  now 
admit  no  exceptions.  As  to  such  debts  there  are  no  exemptions 
other  than  those  in  existence  at  the  date  when  they  were  created. 

§  292.  The  North  Carolina  Homestead  and  £xemption  Liaw 
not  retroactive.  —  It  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  1st  cha[)- 
ter  of  this  work  that,  when  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United 
States  declares  that  homestead  and  other  exemption  laws,  in  so 
far  as  they  attempt  to  operate  upon  contracts  entered  into  prior  to 
their  passage,  impair  the  obligation  of  contracts,  and  are,  hence,  in 
derogation  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  and  void,'  the 
Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina,  while  admitting  the  principle 
there  declared,  denied  the  applicability  of  it  to  the  homestead 
and  exemption  ordinance  in  the  Constitution  of  that  state,  on  the 
gi'ound  that  such  ordinance  did  not  increase,  but  rather  restricted, 
the  previously-existing  exemption.  The  Supreme  Court  of  the 
Unit-ed  States  has  at  last  had  an  opportunity  of  examining  this 
question  with  reference  to  the  ordinance  of  North  Carolina,  and 
its  conclusion — published  since  the  1st  chapter  of  this  work  was 
put  in  type  *  —  will  be  stated  here.    The  court  reiterates  at  length 

»  Ante,  {10. 

>  Ante^  1 10,  note  11,  p.  16. 

•  Gunn  r.  Barry,  15  WaU.  610. 

*  Edwards  v.  Kearzy,  17  Alb.  L.  J.  846,  opinion  by  Hr.  Justice  Swayne. 
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its  former  views,  and  coneludes  that  "  the  remedy  subsisting  in 
a  state  when  and  where  a  contract  is  made  and  is  to  be  performed 
is  a  part  of  its  obh'gation,  and  anj  subsequent  law  of  the  state 
which  so  affects  that  remedy  as  substantially  to  impair  and.  lessen 
the  yalue  of  the  contract  is  forbidden  by  the  Constitution,  and  is, 
therefore,  void."  Applying  this  rule  to  the  constitutional  ordi- 
nance in  question,  and  to  the  laws  passed  to  give  it  effect,^  the  court 
says:  "  We  cannot  hesitate  to  hold  that  both  do  seriously  im- 
pair the  obligation  of  the  contracts  here  in  question.  We  say,  as 
was  said  in  Gunn  v.  Barry,*  that  no  one  can  cast  his  eyes  upon 
the  new  exemptions  thus  created  without  being  at  once  struck 
with  their  excessive  character,  and,  hence,  their  fatal  magnitude. 
The  claim  for  the  retrospective  efBcacy  of  the  Constitution  or  the 
laws  cannot  be  supported.**  This  ruling  in  effect  affirms  a  pre- 
vious decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  North  Carolina  that  the 
minor  heirs  of  one  who  died  before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  1868  are  not  entitled,  as  against  their  ancestor's  creditors, 
to  the  homestead  provided  for  therein.' 

§  293.   Recent  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee.  — 

Since  the  1st  chapter  of  this  work,  in  which  this  subject  is  dis- 
cussed,* was  put  in  type,  a  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Tennessee  has  come  to  light  ^  holding  that  the  provision  relating 
to  the  homestead,  in  the  Constitution  of  that  state  adopted  in 
1870,  and  the  act  of  the  same  j'^ear  intended  to  give  effect  to  it, 
could  not  give  to  the  head  of  the  family  the  benefit  of  a  home- 
stead exemption  as  to  debts  contracted  before  those  provisons 
took  effect.  But  the  same  court  holds  that  a  statute  providing 
that  the  homestead  cannot  be  aliened  except  by  the  joint  deed  of 
husband  and  wife  does  not  impair  the  obligation  of  existing  con- 
tracts, because  it  does  not  withdraw  any  property  from  execu- 
tion, and  leaves  to  the  creditor  the  same  compulsory  process 
against  the  debtor's  property  which  he  had  before.*  Therefore 
a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  made  subsequently  to  the  passage 

1  Acts  August  22, 1868,  and  April  7, 1869. 

»  15  Wall.  622. 

»  Sluder  v.  Rogers,  64  N.  0.  289. 

*  Ante,  \\  9-11. 

B  Harmum  v.  Mclnturf  (MS.),  cited  in  67  Tenn.  228. 

•  Kennedy  v,  Stacey,  67  Tenn.  220. 
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of  such  n  statute y  to  secure  a  debt  contracted'^Hor  thereto,  was 
void  for  want  of  the  joinder  of  the  wife  in  the  deed.* 

§  294.  AppUcatlons  of  Jjkwb  savtnir  I>elita  contracted  before 
Passagre.  —  Under  a  homestead  statute  of  MasB&citenctts  saving 
from  its  operation  debts,  contracted  before  its  passage,  a  debtor 
who  became  insolvent,  owing  debts  contracted  before  the  passage 
of  the  act,  to  an  amount  exceeding  the  amount  exempted  for  a 
homestead,  was  under  the  necessity  of  surrendering  his  home- 
stead to  his  assignee  in  insolvency,  such  assignee  being  entitled 
under  another  statitte  'to  **  all  property  which  might  have  been 
taken  in  execution  "  against  the  debtor.'  Another  application  of 
the  same  provision  was  made  in  a  case  where  a  debtor,  after  the 
passage  of  the  act,  and  after  the  passage  of  a  subsequent  act 
regulating  the  conveyance  of  homestead  property,  mortgaged  his 
home  place,  but  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  release  his  right  of 
homestead ;  and  it  was  held  that  a  judgment-debtor  whose  claim 
accrued  prior  to  the  former  act  might  levy  upon  the  equity  of 
redemption,  and  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  would  take  a  title 
superior  to  the  debtor's  right  of  homestead.  The  mortgage  had 
no  other  effect  than  to  change  the  estate  subject  to  the  execution 
from  an  absolute  title  to  an  equity  of  redemption.^ 

§  295.    Continned  —  Judgment    on    itemized    Account.  — 

Under  an  Exemption  statute  of  Tennessee  which  by  its  terms 
applied  only  to  executions  issued  upon  judgments  founded  upon 
contracts  entered  into  on  and  after  February  1,  1833,*  it  was 
held,  in  a  case  where  the  judgment  was  upon  an  itemized  account 
for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  some  of  the  articles  before  and 
some  after  the  date  named  in  the  statute,  that  the  debtor  was 
entitled  to  the  exemption.* 

1  Kennedy  v,  Stacey,  57  Tenn.  220. 
>  Stat.  Mass.  188S,  ch.  168,  sec  5. 
■  Woods  V,  Sanford,  9  Gray,  16. 

*  Howard  v.  Wilbur,  6  Allen,  219. 

»  Tenn.  Act  1888,  ch.  8d;  Car.  &  Nich.  Stat  685. 

*  Bachman  v.  Crawford,  8  Humph.  218.  **  The  plaintiff  in  the  execution,*'  said 
Green,  J.,  "had  his  right  of  action  for  the  articles  delivered  in  1883,  and,  if  he  had 
chosen,  might  have  brought  his  suit  at  the  end  of  that  year  for  the  recovery  of  their 
value.    But  he  chose  to  let  the  account  run  on  unliquidated,  and  to  sue  for  the  whole 
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§  296.  Continued  —  Delivery  Bond.  —  Under  an  exemptioa 
law  which  excepts  from  its  operation  judgments  and  decrees 
"founded  on  any  contract  made"  prior  to  its  passage,  it  has 
been  held  that  a  delivery  bond  given  to  a  sheriff  for  the  forth- 
coming of  the  debtor's  homestead,  which  had  been  levied  upon 
under  a  judgment  founded  on  a  debt  existing  prior  to  the  passage 
of  the  act,  was  not  a  **  contract*'  within  the  meaning  of  the  act. 
Such  a  bond  was  '^  mere  process  provided  by  the  statute  as  a 
means  of  having  execution  of  the  judgment,  and,  at  the  same 
time,  of  giving  indulgence  to  the  defendant ;  and,  as  such,  it 
was  under  the  power  of  the  couit.  and  liable  to  be  quashed  as 
process  of  the  court.  The  statute  had  reference  to  a  contract 
made  between  the  parties,  upon  which  judicial  proceedings 
should  be,  or  had  been,  instituted,  and  not  to  the  legal  steps 
or  process  which  might  be  allowed  the  defendant  in  the  course 
of  suit,  judgment,  and  execution  to  enforce  that  contract."* 

§  297.  Date  of  taking  Ciffect  of  Statute.  —  Where  a  question 
arises  as  to  the  particular  day  on  which  such  a  statute  takes  effect, 
it  would  seem  that. the  liberal  construction  which  courts  have 
generally  accorded  to  such  laws  would  imply  that  the  date  should 
be  fixed  so  as  to  save  to  the  debtor  the  privilege.  Possibly  the 
Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  Massachusetts  had  this  idea  in  view 
when,  under  a  homestead  law  which  contained  no  exception  as  to 
money  due  for  the  purchase  of  the  homestead  premises,*  it  held 
that  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  of  the  land  was  not  '*  a  debt 
contracted  previous  to  the  purchase  thereof."*  Another  case, 
but  one  which  scarcely  gave  room  for  the  application  of  the  same 
principle,  was  decided  in  New  Hampshire  under  a  statute  the 
1st  section  of  which  provided  that  "  the  family  homestead  of 
the  head  of  each  family  shall  be  exempt  from  attachment  and 

in  this  action.  He  cannot,  by  his  voluntary  act,  thus  deprive  the  party  againrt  whom 
the  execution  issued  of  a  right  secured  by  law.  The  defendant  could  not  by  any  form 
of  pleading  known  to  the  law,  have  caused  the  proceeding  to  be  reversed,  so  that  one 
Judgment  should  be  rendered  for  the  sum  due  in  1888,  and  the  other  for  the  articles 
obtained  after  the  lat  of  February,  1884.^' 

'  Smith  V,  Brown.  28  Miss.  818. 

'  Stat  1855,  ch.  238,  \  8. 

>  Thurston  v.  Maddocks,  6  Allen,  427 ;  overruled,  in  effect,  by  Stevens  v.  Stevens,  10 
Allen,  146.    See,  post,  {  882. 
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levy  or  sale  on  any  execution  or  any  judgment  rendered  on' any 
cause  of  action  accniing  since  the  first  day  of  January,  A.  D. 
1852."  Section  5  provided  that  "the  provisions  of  this  chap- 
ter shall  not  extend  to  any  judgment  rendered,  or  any  contract 
made,  before  the  first  day  of  January,  1852.  It  is  thus  seen  that, 
between  that  affirmative  and  this  negative  provision,  debts  con- 
tracted on  the  first  day  of  January,  1852,  were  left  nnprovided 
for ;  and  the  debt  in  question  was  contracted  on  that  day.  The 
court  held  that  the  statute  did  not  protect  the  debtor,  on  the 
ground  that  the  affirmative  provision  of  the  statute  was  control- 
ling.^ An  exception  contained  in  such  a  statute,*  of  rights  ac- 
quired **  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,"  has  been  held  not  to 
apply  to  rights  acquired  after  its  approval  by  the  governor,  and 
before  it  took  eflfect.' 


ARTICLE  n.  —  Debts  created  prior  to   the  Acquisition  of  the 

Homestead. 

§  299.  Statatory  Provlsionsy  and  their  Design.  —  By  statute 
in  some  of  the  states  the  homestead  exemption  does  not  exist  as 
against  '*  debts  contracted  prior  to  the  purchase  thereof,"*  nor 
against  del)ts  or  liabilities  "incurred  for  the  purchase  or  im- 
provement thereof;  *'  *  nor,  as  expressed  in  another  statute,  **  if 

^  Ladd  V,  Dudley,  45  K.  H.  61,  the  court  saying:  "There  heing  nothing  in  the 
affirmative  provisions  of  the  law  which  gives  it  force  until  the  first  day  of  January 
there  can  he  nothing  in  the  negative  provision  contained  in  section  6  which  can  make 
the  law  effectual  on  the  first  day  of  January." 

*  Stat  Mass.  1S57,  ch.  298,  {  18. 

'  Johnson  v.  Fay,  16  Gray,  144.  The  doctrine  stated  in  the  text  is  taken  from  the 
reporter's  syllnhus.  The  report  is  obscure  in  that  it  does  not  show  when  the  statute 
in  question  "took  effect"  The  language  of  the  court,  byBigelow,  C.  J.,  was  as  fol- 
lows :  **  The  act  containing  the  confirmatory  clause  above  cited  passed  on  the  80th  of 
May,  five  days  preceding.  The  second  mortgage  held  by  the  defendant  was  thereby 
confirmed  and  rendered  valid  as  against  the  plaintiff,  who  took  his  title  as  assignee 
subsequently  to,  and  with  implied  notice  of^  this  provision  of  the  statute.  The  plaint/- 
iff  does  not  come  within  the  exception  contained  in  the  confirming  clause,  because 
ho  did  not  acquire  his  title  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act,  by  which  we  understand 
the  time  when  it  had  passed  through  its  various  stages  rendered  necessary  by  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Constitution  to  make  it  a  valid  statute,  and  been  approved  and  signed 
by  the  governor." 

*  Code  Iowa,  ed.  1878,  J  1992;  Rev.  I860,'' J  2281. 
.  *  Kev.  Stat  111.  1874,  p.  497. 
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the  debt  or  liability  existed  prior  to  the  purchase  of  the  land  or 
the  erection  of  improvements  thereon  ;^  nor,  as  expressed  in  still 
another  statute,  *'  against  debts  existing  at  the  time  the  deed 
thereof  [that  is,  of  the  homestead  premises]  was  left  for 
record."  *  The  obvious  design  of  these  statutes  is  that  a  debtor 
shall  not  acquire  credit  upon  the  faith  of  being  the  owner  of 
property  subject  to  execution,  and  afterwards,  by  converting  such 
property  into  a  homestead,  withdraw  it  from  such  creditors.  The 
Iowa  statute  has  been  construed  to  apply  to  debts  contracted  in 
another  state  prior  to  the  purchase  of  a  homestead  in  that  state,' 
the  court  reasoning  that  it  is  contrary  to  sound  policy  to  make 
the  state  an  asylum  for  fraudulent  debtors  fleeing  from  other 
states.  If  a  person  were  to  acquire  credit  upon  the  faith  of  being 
the  owner  of  real  property  which  was  not  recorded  or  occupied 
as  his  homestead,  and,  hence,  liable  to  execution,  and  should  after- 
wards attempt  to  withdraw  it  from  his  creditors  by  occupying 
and  claiming  it  as  a  homestead,  a  case  would  be  presented  obvi- 
ously within  the  mischief  which  these  statutes  are  designed  to 
remedy.  Accordingly  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  carrying  out 
the  spirit  of  their  statute,  has  held  that,  where  the  head  of  a 
family  acquires  real  estate,  and,  before  its  actual  occupancy  as  a 
homestead,  contracts  a  debt,  and  then  occupies  the  land  as  a 
homestead,  and,  after  such  occupancy,  a  judgment  is  rendered 
upon  the  debt,  this  judgment  will  subject  the  property  to  sale  ;* 
and,  therefore,  a  mortgage  of  such  homestead,  made  by  the 
owner  and  his  wife,  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute,  sub- 
sequently to  the  rendering  of  the  judgment,  was  postponed  to 
the  judgment.* 

§  300.   Accrual  of  Homestead  Bight  In  Vermont  and  Mis- 
souri. —  It  will  be  noted  that,  by  the  statute  of  Missouri,  already 

»  Gen.  Stat  Ky.  1873,  p.  484,  J  16. 

«  GeiL  Stat  Vt  (App.  of  1870),  ch.  68,  {  7. 

*  Laing  v,  Cunningham,  17  Iowa,  510 ;  Brainard  v.  Van  Kuran,  22  Iowa,  264. 

*  Hyatt  V.  Spearman,  20  Iowa,  510;  Page  r.  Ewbank,  18  Iowa,  680;  Hale  v.  Hea- 
elip,  16  Iowa,  451.  Cole,  J,,  dissented  in  an  able  opinion,  holding  that  the  word 
"purchase,"  used  in  the  statute,  meant  the  act  of  acquiring  title  to  the  land,  and  not 
the  mere  act  of  impressing  it  with  the  homestead  character  by  occupying  it  as  such. 

*  Hale  V.  Heaslip,  supra, 

254 


ACCRUAL  OF  RIGHT  IN  VERMONT  AND   MISSOURI.  §  300 

quoted,  the  time,  so  as  to  take  precedence  of  subsequent  debts, 
is  "  the  date  of  filing,  in  the  proper  office  for  the  record  of  deeds, 
the  deed  of  such  homestead."  *  By  the  earlier  statute  of  Ver- 
mont **  the  time  when  the  deed  to  the  owner  of  such  homestead 
shall  be  left  in  the  town  clerk's  office  for  record  shall  be  deemed 
the  time  of  the  purchase  thereof  for  the  purpose  mentioned  in 
this  act." '  It  is  difficult  either  to  understand  the  policy  of  these 
provisions  or  to  discover  any  sense  in  them.  It  will  be  observed 
that  the  deed  referred  to  is  not  a  **  declaration  of  homestead  " 
such  as  is  required  by  statute  in  California  and  in  a  few  other 
states ,'  but  it  is  the  ordinary  deed  of  purchase  by  which  the 
land  has  been  acquired.  It  is  obvious  that  these  provisions  will 
operate  to  cut  out  the  right  of  homestead  in  very  many  cases 
where  it  ought  to  exist,  and  will  support  the  right  in  many  cases 
where  it  ought  not  to  exist.  All  the  courts  unite  in  upholding 
the  lights  of  homestead  in  equitable  estates,^  and  yet  there  are 
many  cases  where  homesteads  are  occupied  by  holders  of  equi- 
table titles  the  recorded  title  being  in  the  name  of  another,  in 
which  case  the  creditor  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to  sell  the 
debtor's  title  and  deny  his  right  of  homestead.*  Besides,  many 
occupiers  of  homesteads  hold  a  legal  estate  in  the  premises  either 
for  life  or  in  fee,  as  the  surviving  husband,  tenant  by  the  curtesy, 
or  an  heir  who  has  taken  his  ancestor's  estate  by  descent  cast. 
Shall  these  persons  be  denied  the  right  of  homestead,  because 
their  title  is  not  evidenced  by  a  recorded  deed  of  purchase  ?  On 
the  other  hand,  suppose  a  person  buys  land,  records  the  deed  of 
purchase,  and  does  not  occupy  the  land  for  several  years,  during 
which  time  he  contracts  debts  —  can  he,  by  occupying  the  prem- 
ises as  his  homestead,  before  attachment  or  judgment,  hold  these 
creditors  at  arm's  length?  Unless  the  courts  graft  exceptions 
upon  the  statute,  he  can ;  for  it  afibrds  no  room  for  construction. 
This  is  plainly  seen  by  the  leading  case  on  the  statute  in  Ver- 
mont.     There  the   defendant  purchased  the  premises  and  re- 

1  Gen.  Stat.  Vt  1868,  ch.  68,  {  7 ;  1  Wag.  Stat  698,  {  7. 
»  Comp.  Stat  Vt  1860,  ch.  65,  {  6. 

*  Ante,  ch.  5 

*  Ante,  i  170. 

*  Ante,  i  1G6. 
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corded  his  deed  before  his  debt  to  the  plaintiff  was  contracted. 
He  took  possession  of  them  and  occupied  them  as  his  homestead 
after  the  debt  was  contracted,  but  before  the  premises  were 
attached  by  the  plaintiff.  It  was,  then,  a  fair  inference  that  the 
credit  was  given  upon  the  faith  that  this  unoccupied  land,  to 
which  the  debtor  had  a  recorded  title,  was  subject  to  execution. 
But  the  court  held  that  it  was  exempt  as  his  homestead.^  On 
the  other  hand,  a  homestead  purchased  and  occupied  as  such  in 
1870  was  not  protected  against  a  judgment  rendered  in  1873, 
because  the  deed  of  purchase  was  not  recorded  until  after  the 
date  of  the  judgment.^  Under  this  statute  a  married  woman 
cannot  set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in  her  separate  estate,  against 
a  debt  evidenced  by  her  promissory  note,  without  showing  **a 
legal  commencement,  by  filing  the  deed  therefor  for  record,  and 
that  such  filing  occurred  anteiior  to  the  creation  of  the  debt.^ 

^  West  River  Bank  v.  Gale,  42  Vt  27.  The  same  point  was  ruled  on  the  same  facts 
in  Lamb  v.  Mason,  45  Yt.  600.  The  opinion  of  the  court  in  the  former  case,  by  Pier- 
point,  C.  J.,  contains  the  following  observations  upon  the  statute:  "The  statute,  by 
its  terms,  clearly  exempts  the  homestead  from  attachment  on  all  debts  except  such  as 
have  an  existence  at  the  time  the  deed  thereof  is  left  for  record.  The  word  '  homestead ' 
is  evidently  used  in  the  statute  with  reference  to  the  condition  of  the  premises  in  that 
respect  at  the  time  the  attempt  is  made  to  attach  or  levy  upon  it,  and  not  to  its  con- 
dition at  the  time  the  deed  is  left  for  record.  Ordinarily  the  homestead  is  purchased 
and  the  deed  recorded  before  the  occupation  commences — often  a  long  time  before. 
Men  often  own  more  than  one  place  suitable  for  a  homestead,  and  are  at  perfect  lib- 
erty to  change  their  homestead  at  pleasure.  The  statute  was  not  intended  to  impose 
any  restraint  upon  their  doing  so.  The  object  of  the  Legislature,  in  this  provision,  evi- 
dently was  to  prevent  men,  after  they  had  obtained  a  credit,  from  putting  their  prop- 
erty into  a  homestead,  and  thus  preventing  their  creditors  from  reaching  it  by  attach- 
ment)  and  this  object  is  fully  accomplished  by  making  it  subject  to  all  debts  that 
existed  prior  to  the  purchase ;  and,  to  make  the  period  definite  and  always  susceptible 
of  proof,  they  fixed  upon  the  period  of  the  leaving  of  the  deed  for  record — the  town 
clerk  being  required  by  law,  in  all  cases,  to  write  upon  all  deeds  left  for  record  the 
time,  day,  and  hour  when  they  are  so  left.  If  the  Legislature  had  intended  to  leave 
the  homestead  subject  to  attachment  on  all  debts  existing  at  the  time  it  was  first  occu- 
pied as  such,  language  would  have  been  used  indicating  such  an  intent;  certainly 
different  language  would  have  been  used  from  that  above  recited.  Li  this  case  we 
think  the  defendant's  homestead  in  the  premises  was  not  subject  to  attachment  when 
the  attempt  was  made,  by  reason  of  the  time  when  the  plaintiff 's  debt  was  contracted." 
Ibid,,  81. 

^  Shindler  v.  Givens,  68  Mo.  894.  The  report  omits  to  state  a  very  material  point: 
the  date  when  the  debt  was  contracted  for  which  the  judgment  was  rendered.  If  this 
date  was  earlier  than  the  date  of  occupancy,  a  reasonable  result  was  reached. 

*  Lincoln  v.  Bowe,  64  Mo.  18S.    When  we  reflect  upon  the  hopeless  condition  of 
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§  301.  Changre  of  Homestead  in  Iowa. — But  in  Iowa  this 
nile  does  not  operate  to  prevent  a  debtor  fi-om  changing  his 
homestead  from  one  tract  of  land  to  another,  so  that  the 
ohans^e  does  not  withdraw* from  the  reach  of  his  creditors  land  of 
a  greater  value  than  was  before  subject  to  their  demands.  Ac- 
cordingly, if  a  debtor  has  acquired  a  homestead  before  contracting 
a  particular  debt,  sells  it  after  contracting  such  debt,  and  pur- 
chases other  land  of  less  value  than  such  homestead,  which  latter 
he  occupies  as  his  home,  this  new  homestead  will  be  exempt  from 
sale  to  satisfy  the  debt.^  These  decisions  are  aided  by  a  provision 
of  the  homestead  law  of  that  state  to  the  effect  that  the  debtor 
may  change  his  homestead,  provided  such  change  shall  not  preju- 
dice conveyances  or  liens  made  or  created  previously  to  such 
change  —  a  statute  which  we  shall  notice  in  the  next  subdivision.^ 

§  302.  By  sellingr  and  repurchasing.  —  Moreover,  under  the 
Iowa  statute,  a  new  homestead  acquired  with  i3roceeds  arising 
from  the  sale  of  the  old  one  is  exempt  in  all  cases  in  which  the 
old  one  would  have  been  exempt.*  And  the  rule  is  the  same 
where  the  second  homestead  is  purchased  in  part  with  other  means 
of  the  debtor  than  those  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  first  home* 
stead  ;*  and  it  is,  therefore,  error  to  order  the  sale  of  an  undivided 
interest  in  the  homestead  representing  the  proportion  of  purchase- 
money  which  did  not  accrue  from  the  former  homestead.*  *'  The 
doctrine,"  says  the  court,  **  is  based  upon  sound  reason.  The 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  first  homestead,  whether  money  or 
property,  are  added  to  the  other  assets  of  the  seller.  If  he  uses 
property  or  money  other  than  the  proceeds  of  his  old  homestead 
to  buy  a  new  one,  his  creditors  are  not  injured,  for  they  may 

this  lady,  in  case  she  had  been  so  unfortunate  as  to  hold  the  separate  estate  in  question 
bj  devtsci  we  are  justified  in  characterizing  the  phraseology  of  the  statute — as  Judge 
Napton  has  done  in  another  case  —  as  "  singularly  unhappy."  Farra  v.  Quigley,  67 
Mo.  287. 

'  Pearson  v.  Mintum,  18  Iowa,  86 ;  Sargent  v,  Chubbuck,  19  Iowa,  87 ;  Bobb  v, 
McBride,  28  Iowa,  886 ;  Furman  v,  Dewell,  86  Iowa,  170 ;  Benham  u.  Chamberlain,  89 
Iowa,  868. 

*  Post, 

"  Saigent  v.  Ohubbuck,  19  Iowa,  87. 

*  Ibid. ;  Benham  v.  Chamberlain,  89  Iowa,  868* 
^  Benham  v.  Chamberlain,  $upra, 
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reach  the  proceeds  of  his  old  homestead  on  execution,  just  as  they 
could  other  property  after  the  purchase  of  his  new  homestead. 
No  good  reason  can  be  given  why  the  identical  money  or  property 
received  for  the  first  homestead  shall  be  used  in  the  purchase  of 
the  second."^ 

§  303.  Time  allowed  Debtor  to  change  — Debts  contracted 
pending  Change.  —  '*  Certainly,  if  a  party  may,  by  sale,  change 
his  homestead,  the  law  will  allow  him  a  sufficient  time  in  which 
to  exercise  the  right ;  and,  if  he  does  not  gain  credit  on  account 
of  the  transaction,  he  ought  to  hold  the  new  homestead  free 
from  debts  contracted  after  the  sale  of  the  old  one."  *  **  The 
length  of  time  intervening  between  the  sale  of  the  old  and  tho 
acquiring  of  the  new  is  essentially  a  controlling  circumstance. 
A  considerable  lapse  of  time  may  not  be  inconsistent  with  an 
honest  intention  to  change  the  homestead.  ♦  ♦  ♦  The  ques- 
tion is  somewhat  analogous  to  that  of  abandonment  of  a  home* 
stead.  Mere  absence  from  a  homestead  is  not  an  abandonment, 
if  there  be  a  bona-fide  intention  to  return  and  occupy  it.'"  *'  The 
statute  does  not  provide  that  the  sale  must  be  for  money  in 
hand,  which  must  be  immediately  invested  in  the  new  homstead  — 
that  is,  that  the  selling  of  the  old  and  the  purchasing  the  new 
must  be  simultaneous  acts.  We  must  give  the  statute  such  a 
reasonable  construction  as  to  effectuate  its  object.  If  a  home- 
stead be  sold  and  the  proceeds  applied  to  some  other  use,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  the  exemption  would  cease ;  but,  where  the  sale  is 
made  on  a  credit,  and  with  the  intention  of  using  the  proceeds, 
when  collected,  in  purchasing  another  homestead,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds are  not  put  to  any  intervening  use,  they  are  exempt  while 
thus  in  transitu^  so  to  speak,  from  the  old  homestead  to  the  new. 
Any  other  rule  would  practically  prohibit  the  changing  of  home- 
steads."* Where,  therefore,  a  person  sold  his  homestead,  and 
about  a  year  later  purchased  another,  partly  with  the  proceeds  of 
the  old  one,  the  second  was  not  liable  for  debts  which  he  had 

1  Benham  v,  Chftmberlain,  89  Iowa,  858. 

*  Ibid,,  per  Beck,  J, 

>  The  State  v.  Gleddis,  ^  Iowa,  689,  per  Bothrock,  J. 

♦  Ibid, 
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coiitmcted  in  the  meantime.*  So,  where  the  owner  of  a  home- 
stead sold  it  partly  on  credit  and  took  a  mortgage  on  the  prem- 
ises to  secure  the  purchase-money,  which  not  having  been  i3aid 
he  procured  a  decree  of  foreclosure  seventeen  months  after  the 
sale,  and  a  year  later  the  mortgageor  redeemed,  paying  the  money 
into  court,  this  money  was  not  subject  to  garnishment  on  a  judg- 
ment which  had  been  rendered  against  the  mortgageor  in  the 
meantime.' 

§  304.  Continued  —  Bale  in  Missonri.  — The  homestead  law 
of  Missouri  contains  the  following  provisions :  '*  Such  homestead 
shall  be  subject  to  attachment  and  levy  of  execution  upon  all 
causes  of  action  existing  at  the  time  of  the  acquiring  such  home- 
stead except  as  herein  otherwise  provided  ;  and  for  this  purpose 
such  time  shall  be  the  date  of  the  filing,  in  the  proper  office  for 
the  record  of  deeds,  the  deed  of  such  homestead,  and  (in  case 
of  existing  estates)  such  homestead  shall  not  be  subject  to  attach- 
ment or  levy  of  execution  upon  any  liability  hereafter  created. 
Whenever  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall  acquire 
another  homestead,  in  the  manner  provided  in  section  seven  of 
this  chapter,  the  prior  homestead  shall  thereupon  be  liable  for 
his  debts  ;  but  such  other  homestead  shall  not  be  liable  for  causes 
of  action  against  him  to  which  such  prior  homestead  would  not 
have  been  liable ;  provided  that  such  other  homestead  shall  have 
been  acquired  with  the  consideration  derived  from  the  sale  or 
other  disposition  of  such  prior  homestead,  or  with  other  means 
not  derived  from  the  property  of  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a 
family."  •  Under  these  provisions — the  phraseology  of  which  has 
been  justly  characterized  as  *'  singularly  unhappy"*  —  it  is  held 
to  make  no  difference  whether  the  homestead  claimed  as  exempt 
was  derived  directly  or  indirectly  from  the  sale  of  a  former  home- 
stead. It  seems  to  be  no  objection  to  the  claim  of  homestead  in 
such  a  case  that  there  were  intermediate  trades  and  investments  ; 
but  the  new  homestead  cannot  be  held,  as  against  debts  contracted 

^  Benham  v.  Chamberlain,  89  Iowa,  858. 

»  The  State  v,  Geddis,  44  Iowa,  587. 

»  1  Wag.  Stat.  698,  699,  {J  7,  8. 

*  Napton,  J.,  in  Farra  v,  Quigley,  57  Mo.  287. 
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prior  to  its  acquisition,  where  it  was  derived  in  part  only  from 
tiie  sale  of  the  old  homestead  —  as,  where  it  was  purchased  with 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  a  large  tract,  only  a  portion  of  which 
embraced  the  old  homestead.* 

§  305.  Purchase  of  Homesteapd  by  Insolvent. — Closely  allied 
to  the  foregoing  inquiries  is  the  following :  Where  the  statutes 
on  the  subject  are  silent,'  can  a  debtor,  being  insolvent,  purchase 
a  homestead  and  thereby  withdraw  from  his  creditors  money 
which  would  otherwise  be  distributed  among  them  ?  Obvious  as 
the  answer  to  this  question  would  seem  to  be,  the  courts  are 
divided  upon  it.*     I  shall,  therefore,  examine  the  cases  in  detail. 

§  306 .  Continued  —  Oonflictingr  Decisions  in  California.  —  In 

an  early  case  in  California  a  debtor,  being  insolvent  or  in  em- 
barrassed circumstances,  sold  certain  personal  property  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  raising  money  with  which  to  dis- 
charge certain  debts  which  were  a  lien  on  his  homestead,  in  order 
to  save  the  homestead  to  himself —  of  which  purpose  the  plaintiff 
was  apprised.  A  creditor  attached  the  goods,  and  the  plaintiff 
brought  replevin  for  them  against  the  sheriff.  The  court  held 
that  the  transaction  was  calculated  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud 
creditors,  savinor;  «<  Althouorh  the  law  secures  the  homestead 
from  execution  arising  from  ordinary  indebtedness,  it  is  yet  made 
chargeable  for  debts  by  the  act  of  the  parties  interested  in  its 
preservation,  and,  in  some  instances,  by  operation  of  law. 
Where  such  cases  exist,  it  would  seem  to  be  onlv  fair  that  the 
homestead  should  remain  answerable  for  the  debts  charged  upon 
it,  and  not,  after  becoming  a  source  of  credit,  be  relieved  inten- 
tionally, by  the  disposition  of  all  the  other  property  of  the  debtor, 
leaving  nothing  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  other  creditors.     Such 

1  Farra  v,  Quigley,  57  Mo.  284. 

'  Under  statutes  such  as  those  enumerated  in  section  299,  the  question  would  have 
to  be  answered  in  the  negative,  irrespective  of  the  solvency  or  insolvency  of  the 
debtor. 

'  The  following  cases  hold,  in  effect,  that  he  can :  Randall  v.  Bufllngton,  10  Cal. 
491 ;  Culver  v.  Rogere,  28  Gal.  520;  Re  Henkel,  2  Sawyer,  305;  Hawthorne  v.  Smith, 
8  Nev.  182 ;  Cipperly  v,  Rhodes,  58  111.  846 ;  North  v.  Shearn,  15  Texas,  174 ;  Edmond- 
son  v.  Meacham,  50  Miss.  85.  And  the  following  hold  that  he  cannot:  Riddell  v. 
Shirley,  5  Cal.  488 ;  Pratt  v.  Burr,  5  Biss.  86 ;  Re  Wright,  8  Biss.  859. 
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a  s:ile,  except  to  a  creditor  in  pa3^ment  of  his  debt  alone,  and  free 
from  knowledge  of  or  collusion  with  the  object  of  the  debtor, 
must  be  considered  a  fraud  in  fact  and  in  law.  It  is  a  sale  with 
the  direct  intent  of  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  seller,  to  the  in- 
jury of  the  creditors."^  But  in  a  later  case  in  the  same  state 
the  defendant  was  indebted  in  the  sum  of  $1,000,  which  he 
secured  by  a  mortgage  on  his  homestead,  and  some  time  after- 
wards became  insolvent;  and,  after  several  attachments  had 
been  issued  against  him  and  levied  on  his  store,  he  took  money 
which  he  had  and  paid  oflF  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage.  It 
was  held  that  this  appropriation  of  money  was  not  in  fraud  of 
his  creditors.  The  debtor  had  a  right  to  prefer  one  creditor  to 
another  ;  and,  therefore,  the  removal  of  a  lien  from  his  homestead 
was  but  the  consequence  of  an  act  lawful  in  itself.^    Notwith- 

1  Riddell  v,  Shirley,  6  Oal.  48S,  opinion  by  Heydenfeldt,  J.,  Murray,  C.  J.,  concur- 
ring. 

'  RandaU  v.  Buffington,  10  Cal.  491,  opinion  by  Field,  J.,  Baldwin,  J.,  concurring. 
The  court  said:  "For  the  disposition  of  this  case  we  shall  assume  the  fact  that  his 
insolvency  was  established,  and,  upon  this  assumption,  it  is  difficult  to  perceive  how 
the  payment  of  a  debt  which  he  justly  owed,  and  which  was  past  due,  can  be  tortured 
into  an  act  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  creditors.  The  debt  was  as  sacred  as  any 
other  debt,  the  obligation  to  pay  it  as  binding,  and,  even  if  its  payment  constituted  a 
preference,  there  is  no  rule  of  law  which  prevents  a  debtor  in  insolvent  circumstances 
from  the  application  of  his  property  to  the  payment  of  one  debt  rather  than  another. 
Dana  v,  Stanfords,  10  Cal.  269 ;  Nicholson  v.  Leavitt,  4  Sand.  252 ;  Covanhovan  v. 
Hart,  21  Pa.  St.  495;  Worland  v.  Kimberlin,  6  B.  Mon.  608;  Kennaird  r.  Adams,  11 
B.  Mon.  102.  But  it  is  urged,  with  apparent  confidence  in  the  conclusive  character  of 
the  position,  that  the  payment  resulted  to  the  benefit  of  the  defendant,  as  it  relieved 
his  homestead  of  the  incumbrance,  and,  consequently,  of  liability  of  being  sold  for  its 
satisfaction.  We  confess  our  inability  to  see  what  difference  this  can  make  in  the 
transaction.  The  'obligation  to  pay  the  debt  was  none  the  less  binding  because  it  was 
secured  by  a  mortgage;  and,  if  a  lien  was  removed  from  the  homestead,  it  was  but  the 
consequence  of  an  act  lawful  in  itself.  The  payment  conferred  upon  the  debtor  no 
new  right.  He  owned  the  homestead,  free  from  liability,  before  the  debt  to  the  plaint- 
iff was  contracted,  and  he  simply  restored  its  former  exemption  by  paying  a  debt 
which  he  had  incurred  upon  its  security.  The  case  of  Riddell  v.  Shirley,  6  Cal.  488, 
is  a  veiy  different  one  from  this.  In  that  case  there  was  a  fraudulent  and  collusive 
sale  of  the  debtor's  property  to  discharge  liens  upon  his  homestead ;  the  vendee  was 
not  a  creditor  receiving  payment  of  a  debt,  and  no  claim  against  the  homestead  was 
asserted.  The  opinion  expressly  excepts  from  its  conclusion  a  case  like  the  present. 
*To  make  this  case,'  very  justly  observes  the  learned  counsel  of  the  respondent  in  his 
brief,  *at  all  like  Riddell  v,  Shirley,  the  plaintiff  ought  to  sue  Drew  to  get  the  monej' 
back  which  the  defendant  paid  him ;  but  the  absurdity  of  such  a  proceeding  is  too 
apparent  to  need  any  comment.' " 
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standing  the  disclaimer  of  the  court  in  this  case,  it  seems  clear 
that  it  must  be  accepted  as  overruling  Eiddell  v.  Shirley.  It  is 
difficult  to  perceive  any  essential  difference  between  the  quality 
of  the  transactions  in  the  two  cases.  In  the  one  case  an  insolvent 
debtor  took  money  which  he  had,  and  with  it  discharged  a  lien 
on  his  homestead ;  and  in  the  other  case  he  took  property 
which  he  had,  and,  by  converting  it  into  money,  discharged  such 
a  lien.  .  If  he  had  turned  over  the  specific  property  to  the  lien- 
holder,  the  two  cases  would  have  been  precisely  similar ;  and,  in 
the  eye  of  a  court  of  equity,  which  looks  only  to  the  substance 
of  things,  they  were  not  rendered  dissimilar  by  the  mere  circum- 
stance that  the  debtor  first  exchanged  the  property  for  money 
with  a  third  person. 

§  307 .    Continued  —  Bnle  in  Calif  omia,  Nevada,  and  niinois. 

—  The  doctrine  of  the  latter  case  was  applied  in  a  subsequent  case 
in  the  same  state,  where  it  was  held  that  a  debtor  might  appro- 
priate land  to  the  uses  of  a  homestead  even  after  a  judgment  had 
been  rendered  against  him,  but  before  it  became  a  lien  on  the 
particular  land.^  From  these  decisions  the  conclusion  has  been 
reached  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  District  of 
California,  in  a  case  in  bankruptcy,  where  it  was  called  upon  to 
administer  the  state  law,  (1)  that,  under  the  law  of  California, 
an  insolvent  may  apply  funds  in  his  possession  to  the  discharge 
of  incumbrances  on  his  homestead  without  impairing  its  inviola- 
bility as  such;  and  (2)  that  a  homestead  may  be  declared  at 
any  time  before  the  lien  of  a  judgment  has  actually  attached  to 
the  land.'  The  rule  is  even  stronger  in  Nevada,  under  a  statute 
similar  to  that  of  California.  There,  property  which  possesses 
the  characteristics  of  a  homestead  may  be  selected  and  recorded 
as  such  at  any  time  before  actual  sale  on  execution.  The  levy  of 
an  attachment  will  not  prevent  such  selection,  nor  will  the  in- 
solvency of  a  debtor.*  In  Illinois  it  is  held  not  to  be  a  fraud 
upon  creditors  for  an  insolvent  debtor  to  purchase  a  homestead, 
thus  placing  beyond  their  reach  the  amount  of  money  so  expended ; 

1  Culver  t?.  Rogers,  28  Cal.  520. 

>  Re  Henkel,  2  Sawyer,  306,  309,  per  Hoffman,  J. 

»  Hnwthome  v.  Smith,  8  Nev.  182,  188. 
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and  this  is  so  although  he  causes  the  legal  title  to  the  property 
to  be  vested  in  his  wife,  if  it  was  really  his  intentiou  that  the 
property  should  be  used  and  held  as  his  homestead.^ 

• 

§  308.  .  Continued  —  Rule  in  Texa« -^Marrying  to  defeat 
"Creditors.  —  So,  in  a  case  in  Texas,  where  judgment-creditors 
sued  to  subject  a  homestead  to  the  satisfaction  of  their  debts, 
it  was  attempted  to  prove  that  the  defendant,  when  he  con- 
tracted the  debts,  was  a  single  man,  not  entitled  to  any 
homestead;  that  he  went  about  erecting  his  dwelling  —  now 
claimed  as  his  homestead  —  when  in  failing  circumstances,  with 
the  means  for  which  he  had  contracted  the  debts,  and  with  a 
knowledge  of  his  inability  to  pay  them ;  and  that  he  then  mar- 
ried, and  thus  acquired  the  homestead  in  fraud  of  his  creditors. 
It  was  held  that  such  evidence  could  not  be  heard.  "If,"  said 
the  court,  **none  but  the  fraudulent  debtor  were  interested  in 
the  homestead,  there  would  be  more  force  in  the  argument  that 
he  could  not  claim  the  exemption.  But  it  is  not  given  or 
intended  for  the  sole  benefit  of  the  husband  or  head  of  the  fam- 
ily. The  wife  has  at  least  an  equal  interest  in  the  exemption  of 
the  homestead  ;  and  it  was  not  proposed  to  prove  that  she  had  been 
a  participant  in  any  intentional  fraud  practiced  upon  the  plaintifils. 
But,  if  this  had  been  proposed,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  court 
very  properly  refused  to  let  in  such  inquiries.  It  would  have 
€fxposed  to  animadversion  the  motives  with  which  the  defendants 
contracted  marriage,  and  with  the  view  to  affect  their  rights  sub- 
sequently acquired.     The  law  protects  the  homestead  as  well 

^  Cipperly  o.  Rhodes,  68  HI.  846,  opinion  by  Breese,  C.  J.  "No  question  ia 
made/'  said  the  court,  "  that  the  homestead  right  would  have  existed  in  Rhodes  [the 
dehtor],  had  he  taken  the  deed  to  the  lot  in  his  own  name,  instead  of  taking  it  in  the 
name  of  his  wife.  He  paid  the  purchase-money  wholly  out  of  his  own  funds,  and  at  a 
time  he  had  a  right  to  obtain  a  homestead  which  would  not  be  liable  for  his  debts  then 
existing,  or  to  be  subsequently  contracted ;  and  the  sole  question  is  whether  taking  the 
deed  to  his  wife  placed  the  property  beyond  the  protection  of  the  homestead  law. 
This  is  an  inquiry  into  which  the  animus  enters  largely.  Did  he  purchase  it  as  and 
for  a  homestead,  and  has  it  been  so  used  and  held.  If  such  was  his  intention,  then 
taking  the  deed  to  his  wife  should  not,  we  think,  cut  off  that  right  If  the  design  was 
simply  to  acquire  property  which  he  could  hold  in  fraud  of  his  creditors,  then  the  law 
would  strip  it  of  its  covering,  and  subject  it  to  the  payment  of  his  dehts.  But  it  must 
be  rememhered  that  it  was  not  a  fraud  on  his  creditors  to  buy  a  homestead  which  would 
be  beyond  their  reach.'*- 
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against  debts  contracted  before  as  after  it  was  acquired.  To 
admit  evidence  and  inquiries  of  the  character  proposed  would 
have  a  manifest  tendency  to  destroy  the  sanctity  and  inviolability 
which  the  law  attaches  to  the  right  of  homestead  ;  and,  indeed^ 
the  practical  effect  would  be  to  deny  an  unfortunate  debtor,  in 
failing  circumstances,  the  right  to  provide  a  house  for  the  shelter 
and  protection  of  his  wife  and  children.  We  cannot  give  our 
assent  to  such  a  principle."  ^ 

§  309.    Continued  —  Fraudulent  Acquisition  of  Homestead. 

—  In  addition  to  the  overiTiled  case  in  California,  already  men- 
tioned,^ there  is  a  case  determined  in  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  District  of  Wisconsin,  in  1857,  in  which 
the  defendants,  who  were  merchants,  replenished  their  stock  by 
purchasing  goods  of  the  complainants  on  credit.  After  acquir- 
ing possession  of  the  goods  so  purchased  they  transferred  their 
whole  stock,  in  fraud  of  their  creditors  as  was  alleged,  taking 
in  exchange  therefor  a  hotise  and  lot,  which,  as  against  a  judg- 
ment obtained  by  these  creditors,  they  claimed  exempt  as  their 
homestead.  It  was  held  that  this  could  not  be  done.  «*The 
mere  statement  of  the  facts,"  said  the  court,  *•  decides  this  case,  in 
the  conscience  of  every  honest  man,  that  neither  in  law  nor  jus- 
tice the  exemption  should  be  allowed.  The  defendants  cannot 
expect  the  court  to  assist  them  in  consummating  the  intended 
fraud.  A  party  cannot  turn  that  which  is  gi'anted  him  for  the 
comfort  of  himself  and  family  into  an  instrument  of  fraud.*" 

§  310.    Conclusion — Analogy  to  fraudulent  Conveyances. — 

Although  it  is  denied  by  Hoffman,  J.,  in  the  bankruptcy  case 
first  quoted,*  that  the  "declaration  of  a  homestead,"  required  by 

^  North  V.  Sheam,  15  Texas,  174,  opinion  by  Wheeler,  J.    See,  infra,  {  819,  note. 

»  RiddeU  v.  Shirley,  5  Cal.  488. 

'  Pratt  V,  Burr,  6  Biss.  86,  opinion  by  Miller,  J. 

*  Re  Henkcl,  2  Sawyer,  807.  "The  fourteenth  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,"  says 
the  learned  judge,  *' provides  that  all  property  conveyed  by  the  bankrupt  in  fraud  of 
his  creditors  shall,  in  virtue  of  the  adjudication  in  bankruptcy  and  the  appointment 
of  the  assignee,  be  at  once  vested  in  such  assignee.  But  it  is  evident  that  this  pro- 
vision was  not  intended  to  limit  or  impair  the  effect  of  the  previous  provisions,  by 
which  all  property  exempted  from  forced  sale  by  the  law  of  the  state  was  exempted 
from  the  operation  of  the  assignment.    The  language  of  the  first  clause  is  clear^ 
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the  California  statute  to  be  filed  for  record  in  order  to  entitle  the 
owner  or  his  family  to  the  exemption,  is  a  conveyance  in  .the 
sense  in  which  that  word  is  used  in  the  Bankrupt  Act,  yet  it  is 
obvious,  on  a  little  reflection,  that  an  appropriation  to  the  uses 
of  a  homestead,  by  an  insolvent  debtor,  of  property  which  Avas 
before  subject  to  execution,  and  on  the  faith  of  which  he  had 
acquired  credit,  is  strikingly  analogous  t^  a  fmudulent  convey- 
ance. Such  an  analogy  was  discovered  by  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Georgia,  a  judgment  of  which  contains  the  following  language : 
'*It  has  been  finally  settled  that  the  homestead  is  not  good 
against  such  [antecedent]  debts,  and  that  the  Homestead  Act,  to 
that  extent,  is  unconstitutional  and  void.^  This  being  so,  the 
voluntary  conveyance  by  the  husband,  through  the  medium  of 
the  ordinary  and  in  the  form  of  a  homestead,  of  this  land,  for 
the  benefit  of  himself  and  wife,  as  the  homestead  proceedings 
show,  to  himself,  as  a  homestead,  was  void.  Section  1952, 
Code,  declares  that  every  voluntary  deed  or  conveyance  not  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  made  by  a  debtor  insolvent  at  the  time 

emphatic,  and  comprehenBive ;  it  admits  of  no  exception.  'In  no  case  shaU  the 
property  hereby  excepted  pass  to  the  assignee,  or  the  title  of  the  bankrupt  thereto  be 
impaired  or  affected  by  any  of  the  provisions  of  this  act.'  The  Bankrupt  Act,  like  all 
other  statutes,  must,  if  possible,  be  so  construed  as  to  make  its  provisions  consistent 
and  harmonious ;  but,  if  the  subsequent  clause  respecting  property  conveyed  in  fraud 
of  creditors  is  construed  as  suggested,  the  provisions  of  the  act  become  conflicting 
and  inconsistent.  Such  a  construction,  unless  imperatively  required  by  the  language, 
must  be  erroneous;  but  it  is  clearly  inadmissible  when  it  can  be  adopted  only  by 
wresting  the  language  fW)m  its  natural  sense  and  attaching  to  it  a  meaning  which  can 
with  difficulty  be  attributed  to  it.  The  declaration  of  a  homestead  is  in  no  sense  *a 
conveyance.'  He  who  declares  lafld  which  he  already  owns  to  be  a  homestead  does 
not  '  convey '  it ;  he  merely  avails  himself  of  a  legal  right  to  place  it  in  a  condition 
where  it  will  not  be  liable  to  forced  sale.  The  right  of  property  remains  unchanged, 
except  that  the  law,  mindful  of  the  object  for  which  homesteads  are  allowed  to  be 
declared,  provides  that,  after  the  declaration,  the  homestead  cannot  be  alienated 
except  with  the  concurrence  of  the  wife ;  and  that,  on  the  death  of  the  husband,  it 
survives  to  her  for  the  benefit  of  herself  and  the  family.  It  is  evident  that  to  call  the 
declaration  of  a  homestead  *  a  conveyance  of  the  property '  would  be  doing  extreme 
violence  to  the  language ;  and,  in  view  of  the  previous  provisions  of  the  same  section, 
such  a  construction  is  whollv  inadmissible."    Ibid.  807. 

*  Referring  to  Gunn  v.  Banry,  16  Wall.  610  {ante^  1 10),  where  it  was  held  that  the 
Homestead  Act  of  Georgia  was  void,  not  as  against  debts  antecedent  to  the  existence 
of  the  homestead,  but  as  against  debts  antecedent  to  the  passage  of  the  act — of  which 
the  debt  in  the  case  above  given  was  one.  The  above  case,  then,  is  not  in  point,  and 
the  court  reasoned  from  an  erroneous  premise ;  but  the  language  is  given,  neverthe- 
less, as  expressive  of  a  general  view. 
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of  such  conveyance,  shall  be  fraudulent  in  law  against  creditors, 
andji  as  to  them,  null  and  void.  Section  2662  says  an  insolvent 
person  cannot  make  a  valid  gift,  to  the  injury  of  his  existing 
creditors.  Section  2631  enacts  that  every  sale  made  with  intent 
to  defraud  either  creditors  of  the  vendor  or  prior  or  subsequent 
purchasers,  if  such  intention  be  known  to  the  vendee,  should  be 
absolutely  void  as  against  such  creditors  or  purchasers.  K  these 
deeds  or  conveyances  thus  declared  void  —  absolutely  null  and 
void  as  against  creditors  —  are  so  when  made  by  the  debtor 
directly,  they  are  equally  so  if  he  join  with  him  in  their  execu- 
tion a  trustee  (§  1962),  or  if  he  procure  the  ordinary  to 
make  a  record  of  it  in  the  form  of  an  application  for  a  home- 
stead."^ All  things  considered,  the  rule  expressed  in  a  recent 
well-considered  case  in  Mississippi  is,  perhaps,  as  satisfactory  as 
any:  **A  debtor  may  innocently  subtract  from  his  resources 
such  means  as  may  be  reasonably  necessary  for  the  support  of 
his  family.  His  creditors,  therefore,  cannot  pursue  and  reach 
the  money  of  the  husband  and  father  paid  for  such  necessary 
purposes  as  the  maintenance  of  the  family  and  education  of  the 
children.  But,  subject  to  that  right,  the  debtor  must  devote  his 
property  and  means  to  his  creditors.  If  the  husband  takes 
money  which  ought  to  pay  his  debts  and  invests  in  the  purchase 
of  real  estate  or  other  property  for  wife  and  children,  the  trans- 
action may  be  fraudulent  or  not,  as  the  husband  may  be  indebted 
or  not,  and  then  by  a  comparison  of  his  debts  with  the  resources 
retained  by  him.  If  he  was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase, the  evidence  is  overwhelming*  and  conclusive  that  the 
motive  was  to  make  a  gift  at  the  expense  of  creditors,  and  that 
the  intent  Wiis  to  withdraw  his  means  from  their  reach."  Never- 
theless, in  this  case  the  court  sustained  a  claim  of  homestead  in 
property  which  an  insolvent  had  purchased,  taking  title  in  the 
name  of  his  wife  and  children,  it  being  occupied  by  the  family  as 
their  home.^ 

§  311.    Effect  of  changing  the  Form  of  Indebtedness  —  Ex- 
change  of   Securities  —  Renewals.  —  In  those    states  where» 

1  Bumside  v.  Terry,  51  Ga.  190. 

'  Edmondson  v.  Meacham,  60  Miss.  84. 
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either  by  the  terms  of  the  statutes  themselves  or  by  judicial  con- 
struction»  exemption  laws  are  held  not  to  apply  to  preexisting 
debts,  interesting  questions  have  arisen  as  to  whether  particular 
debts  are  to  be  deemed  as  having  been  contracted  prior  or  sub- 
sequent to  the  statute.  Thus,  where  a  note  is  given  subsequently 
to  the  enacting  of  such  a  statute,  in  renewal  of  a  note  given  pre- 
viously thereto,  the  debt  so  evidenced  is  deemed  to  be  a  preex- 
isting debt,  and  unaffected  by  the  statute ;  ^  the  reason  of  the 
rule  being  that  the  renewal  of  a  note  is  not  a  satisfaction  of  the 
debt,  but  only  a  change  in  the  evidence  of  the  debt.^  Nor  does 
it  make  any  difference  that  but  one  tiote  is  given  in  renewal  of 
two  notes  previously  existing.'  Accordingly,  where  a  mortgagee 
was  in  possession  under  an  entry  to  foreclose  at  the  date  of  the 
passage  of  the  Massachusetts  Homestead  Act  of  1855,^  and  after- 
wards took  a  new  note  and  mortgage  for  the  same  amount  with- 
out release  of  homestead,  and  a  few  days  later  discharged  the  old 
mortgage  and  at  the  same  time  gave  up  possession,  it  was  held 
that  no  estate  of  homestead  was  acquired  by  the  mortgagee  or 
his  family  as  against  the  second  mortgage.^  But  in  Louisiana  a 
mortgage  made  since  the  passage  of  the  homestead  law,  in  re- 
newal of  a  moi-tgage  debt  made  previously  thereto,  was  not 
privileged  against  the  homestead,  although  the  lirst  moitgage 
would  have  been;  since  the  old  mortgage  ''was  abandoned  and 
became  inoperative  by  the  consent  of  the  original  mortgagee, 
who  received  in  lieu  thereof  the  new  obligations.*'* 

§   312.   Conttnned  —  U   higher  Security  is  taken,   what. — 

The  rule  is  the  same  in  case  of  a  higher*  aecui-ity  tiiken  for  a  pre- 
existing indebtedness  —  as,  where  a  note  is  given  for  a  simple 
contract  debt ;  it  being  considered  in  such  cases  that  the  note  is 
not  a  payment,  but  a  mere  security ;  that  the  debt  is  the  sub- 
stantial thing,  and   the   note   the   evidence  of  it  J     The  same 

1  Pryor  v.  Smith,  4  Bush,  879 ;  Kibbey  v.  Jones,  7  Bush,  248 ;  Ladd  v.  Dudley,  45 
N.  H.  61. 
s  McLaughlin  v.  Bank  of  Potomac,  7  How.  228 ;  Lowry  o.  Fisher,  2  Bush,  70. 
»  Ladd  V.  Dudley,  46  N.  H.  61. 
«  Stat.  1855,  ch.  288. 
»  Bums  V.  Thayer,  101  Mass.  426. 
*  Moore  v.  Beelman,  27  La.  An.  276. 
»  Weymouth  v,  Sanborn,  43  N.  H.  171. 
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principle  applies  in  case  of  a  second  jvdgment  rendered  in  a  suit 
upon  a  prior  judgment ;  if  the  first  judgment  was  privileged 
against  the  homestead,  the  second  will  be.^  In  Pennsylvania  the 
rule  is  said  to  be  that  whether  or  not  a  new  security  given  for  an 
antecedent  debt  is  to  be  deemed  a  satisfaction  of  the  original  debt 
by  substitution  depends  upon  the  iTUention  of  the  parties.  And 
where  a  sealed  note  was,  prior  to  the  passage  of  an  exemption 
law,  given  in  settlement  of  a  book-account  debt  existing  previously 
thereto,  and  the  note  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  third  party,  who 
obtained  judgment  upon  it  and  levied  upon  the. debtor's  property, 
it  was  held  —  no  intention  appearing  to  extinguish  the  book- 
account  debt  by  the  sealed  note  —  that  the  property  was  not 
protected  by  the  exemption  act.*  So,  where  a  creditor  held  the 
promissory  note  of  his  debtor  for  a  debt  contracted  prior  to  the 
passage  of  the  exemption  law,  which  he  delivered  up,  and  it  was 
canceled,  he  receiving  in  its  stead  a  bill  single  with  warrant  of 
attorney  to  confess  judgment  for  the  amount  due,  the  judgment 
entered  upon  the  same  was  not  afiected  by  the  statute.'  So  a 
note  secured  by  a  mortgage  given  subsequently  to  the  passage  of 
such  a  statute,  in  renewal  of  an  unsecured  debt  existing  before 
the  statute,  is  not  affected  by  the  statute.*  And  this  principle  is 
applicable  to  cases  where  the  homestead  was  acquired  prior  to 
the  passage  of  such  a  statute,  as  well  as  to  those  acquired  subse- 
quently thereto.*^ 

§  313.  niastration — Note  giyen  for  simple  Contract  Debt. — 

But  it  is  said  to  be  the  settled  law  in  Massachusetts  that  the  giv- 
ing of  a  negotiable  promissory  note  is  a  payment  of  a  simple 
contract  debt,  unless  it  appears  that  it  was  not  so  intended.  This 
presumption,  however,  is  said  to  be  repelled  in  a  case  where,  by 
treating  the  new  note  as  a  payment,  the  creditor  would  lose  the 

1  Mills  V,  Spaulding,  60  Me.  57.  But  compare  Harlev  v.  Davis,  16  MinzL  487,  as  set 
out  at  length  hereafter. 

*  Reed  p.  Defebaugh,  24  Pa.  St.  495.  But  the  contrary  has  been  held  in  North 
Carolina,  the  court  saying  that  the  legal  effect  of  a  bond  is  to  create  a  debt  propria 
vigore ;  and  that  this  is  especially  so  with  respect  to  this  question,  since  the  date  of  the 
bond  furnishes  a  guide  to  the  levying  officer  as  to  his  duties.    Dean  v.  King,  13  Ired.  28. 

»  Weaver's  Estate,  26  Pa.  St.  434. 

*  Strachn  v,  Foss,  42  N.  H.  43 ;  Wood  v.  Lord,  51  N.  H.  448.  But  see  Adams  v. 
Jenkins,  16  Gray,  146. 

'  Wood  V.  Lord,  supra, 
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advantage  of  some  security  —  as  a  mortgage,  gunranty ,  or  the  like. 
It,  therefore,  does  not  apply  where  a  note  is  given  subsequently  to 
the  passage  of  an  exemption  law,  in  exchange  for  one  made  pre- 
vious to  the  law,  because  the  creditor  would  thereby  lose  the 
advantage  of  the  exemption  of  the  debtor's  real  estate  from  the 
right  of  homestead  which  the  law  gave  him.^  But  in  an  earlier 
case  in  the  same  state  it  was  held  that  a  promissory  note  secured 
by  a  mortgage  taken  since  the  passage  of  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion acts,  in  exchange  for  a  note  made  before  those  acts  and  not 
so  secured,  was  to  be  presumed  to  be  taken  in  payment  of  the 
first  note,  and  was,  hence,  afifected  by  those  acts.*     These  two 

^  Tucker  v.  Drake,  11  Allen,  147.  In  this  case  it  is  said  by  Hoar,  J. :  "It  is  true 
that  the  debtor  intended  that  the  transaction  should  produce  this  result,  and  the 
creditors  were  ignorant  that  it  would  have  any  effect  upon  their  rights ;  so  that  it  may 
be  said  there  could  not  have  been  an  intention  that  it  should  not  be  a  payment  But 
we  are  of  opinion  that  this  is  rather  specious  than  sound.  Whatever  was  the  purpose 
of  the  debtor  in  his  own  mind,  he  did  not  communicate  to  the  holders  of  the  notes  that 
anything  else  was  proposed  than  a  simple  renewal  of  the  notes.  The  reasons  given  for 
the  exchange — that  the  old  notes  were  covered  with  indorsements,  or  that  the  new  ones 
were  on  handsomer  paper,  or  that  some  persons  thought  an  old  note  not  so  good  as  a 
new  one — would  lead  to  no  other  conclusion.  The  notes  taken  did  not  vary  the  obliga- 
tion of  those  for  which  they  were  exchanged  in  any  particular,  except  by  having  a 
new  date,  which  was  merely  a  written  admission  of  what  the  law  implied  fVom  the 
existing  facts.  Some  of  the  new  notes  were  dated,  not  according  to  the  fact  when  exe- 
cuted, but  to  correspond  to  the  last  payment  of  interest  We  think  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  creditors  were,  in  substance,  informed  that  a  renewal  was  intended,  and  that 
this  was  the  transaction  to  which  they  assented.  That  they  were  not  aware  that  the 
legal  effect  of  a  renewal  would  differ  from  that  of  the  payment  of  one  note  by  another 
would,  then,  be  immaterial.  In  Pomroy  v.  Bice,  16  Pick.  24,  it  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Wilde  that  a  direction  to  renew  a  note,  although  by  making  it  payable  to  a  new  payee, 
ex  vi  termini  shows  that  the  exchange  of  one  note  for  the  other  was  not  intended  to  be 
a  payment  And  we  find  no  case  reported  in  this  commonwealth  in  which  the  mere 
exchange  of  one  note  for  another,  without  change  of  amount,  parties,  or  time  of  pay- 
ment has  ever  been  held  to  be  a  payment  of  the  first  The  debtor  himself^  in  his 
examination  in  insolvency,  says  that  he  renewed  these  notes,  and  speaks  of  them  as  re- 
newals. The  proof  of  the  new  notes  in  insolvency,  if  they  were  mere  renewals,  would 
not  affect  the  rights  of  the  creditors.  Within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  1865, 
therefore,  they  were  still  debts  contracted  before  the  passage  of  that  act  The  date  of 
the  notes  merely  gives  the  time  of  the  new  promise  to  pay  a  debt  already  contracted. 
It  is  not  necessary  to  decide  whether  the  new  notes  would  be  held  to  be  new  obliga- 
tions in  the  hands  of  third  persons  if  they  had  been  transferred  by  indorsement  This 
case  is  between  the  original  parties ;  and  the  transaction  between  them  does  not  for 
the  reasons  given,  appear  to  us  to  involve  the  contracting  of  any  new  debt" 

^  Adams  v.  Jenkins,  16  Gray,  146.  Bigelow,  C.  J.,  said :  "  There  are  no  facts  in 
this  case  from  which  it  can  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  plaintiff's  debt  secured  by  the 
mortgage  under  which  he  claims  to  recover  the  premises,  was  a  debt  contracted  prior 
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cases,  though  not  upon  precisely  the  same  facts,  are  wholly 
opposed  to  each  other  in  principle  ;  and  the  latter  must  undoubt- 
edly be  understood  as  overruling  the  earlier. 

§  314.  Continued  —  Contract  rcYivingr  Debt  barred  by  Liim- 
itation.  —  But  where  a  note,  given  previously  to  the  passage  of 
such  a  statute,  was  barred  by  limitation,  and,  subsequently  to 
the  statute,  was  revived  by  the  giving  of  a  mortgage,  it  was 
held  that  the  mortgage  was  subject  to  the  exemption  ;  ^  because  a 
promise  to  pay  a  debt  barred  by  limitation  is,  itf  effect,  a  new 
contract,  and  in  such  a  case  the  cause  of  action  is  not  the  origi- 
nal debt,  but  the  subsequent  promise. 

• 

§315.    Continued  —  Eif  ect  of  the  Rule  upon  Sureties.  —  And 

where,  in  case  of  the  renewal  of  a  note,  there  is  a  substitution  of 
sureties,  so  that  the  person  who  signs  as  surety  the  new  note, 
given  since  the  statute,  is  a  different  person  from  that  signing  the 
previous  note,  the  contract  of  the  second  surety  is  a  new  con- 
tract, dating  from  the  time  of  his  signing,  and  he  will  be  pro- 
tected by  the  statute.*  The  implied  contract  which  the  law 
raises  between  a  principal  and  his  surety,  that  the  principal  will 
indemnify  his  surety  for  any  payment  which  the  latter  may  make 
in  consequence  of  his  imdertaking  as  surety,  takes  effect  from 
the  time  when  he  signs  or  indorses  as  surety,  and  not  merely 
from  the  date  when  the  surety  pays  the  debt.  Therefore,  where 
a  stiitute  provided  that   no  property  should  be  exempted  from 

to  the  passage  of  the  Homestead  Act  of  1866.  On  the  contrary,  by  taking  a  new  note 
in  lieu  of  the  former  one,  with  a  mortgage  to  secure  its  payment,  it  is  clear  that  the 
parties  intended  it  as  a  new  debt^  and  that  the  old  debt  was  intended  to  be  extinguished 
and  paid.  It  is  not  a  case  where  a  party  having  a  note  secured  by  a  mortgage  sur- 
renders it  and  takes  a  new  note  in  its  place,  still  retaining  the  mortgage  as  security. 
There  the  inference  is  that  the  party  did  not  intend  to  take  the  new  note  in  payment, 
because  by  so  doing  he  would  give  up  his  security  and  receive  nothing  to  take  its  place ; 
the  inference  of  payment  is  rebutted  by  the  circumstances ;  a  party  cannot  be  presumed 
to  intend  to  abandon  his  security ;  the  more  reasonable  inference,  therefore,  is  that 
renewal  of  the  debt,  and  not  its  payment,  was  the  purpose  which  the  creditor  had  in 
view.  But  a  different  presumption  arises  when  an  old  debt,  not  secured,  is  given  up 
and  a  new  note  taken,  with  a  mortgage  as  security.  In  such  case  the  creditor  may  be 
presumed  to  receive  the  new  note  in  payment  of  the  old  one.** 

*  Grayson  v,  Taylor,  14  Texas,  675. 

»  Coles  V.  Kelsey,  2  Texas,  671 ;  Bell  v.  Morrison,  1  Pet  860;  Van  Keuren  v.  Par- 
melee,  2  Comst.  523 ;  Ladd  r.  Dudley,  46  N.  H.  61. 
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levy  on  execution  **for  a  debt  contracted"  previously  to  its 
passage,  ^  and  where  an  obligation  of  suretyship  was  entered  into 
before  the  passage  of  the  act,  and  the  surety  paid  the  debt  after 
its  passage,  the  homestead  of  the  principal  was  not  protected  as 
against  the  demand  of  the  surety.' 

§  316.  Wife's  ante-nuptial  Debts.  —  The  ante-nnptial  debts 
of  a  wife  are  not  privileged  as  against  the  husband's  right  of 
exemption.  The  contract  which  a  husband,  in  legal  effect,  enters 
into  at  marriage  to  pay  his  wife's  ante-nuptial  debts  is  assumed 
with  reference  to  the  laws  existing  at  the  time,  and  he  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  an  exemption  law  then  existing  as  a  legal  inci- 
dent to  his  undertaking.' 


ARTICLE  III.  —  Liens  subsisting  prior  to  the  Time  when  the  Prem- 
ises   BECAME   IMPRESSRD  WITH  THE  HOBiESTEAD   CHARACTER. 

§  317.  Liiens  not  divested  by  subsequent  Appropriation  as 
Homestead.  —  If  a  simple  contract  debt,  created  at  a  time  when 
the  creditor  has  not  had  the  notice  I'equired  by  law  —  whether 
given  by  visible  occupancy  or  a  declaration  of  record  —  that  the 
debtor  has  withdrawn  a  certain  portion  of  his  land  from  exemp- 
tion by  making  it  his  homestead,  will  bind  such  homestead,  a 
fortiori  a  valid  lien  placed  upon  land  before  it  acquires  the  char- 
acter of  homestead  will  not  be  subsequently  impaired  by  the 
debtor  occupying  such  land  as  bis  homestead,  or,  in  those  states 
where  such  a  proceeding  is  required,  by  filing  the  statutoiy 
declaration  of  homestead.  If  the  Legislature  of  a  state  cannot 
divest  such  a  lien,  it  is  pretty  clear  that  a  private  individual  can 
d(f  no  act  which  will  have  this  effect.  Plain  as  this  conclusion 
would  seem  to  be,  the  question  has  been  thrust  in  the  face  of  the 
courts  again  and  again.*    Thus  the  setting  apart  of  a  homestead 

1  Stat  Mass.  1865,  cb.  288,  {  8. 
«  Rice  V,  Southgate,  16  Gray,  142. 

*  Williams  v.  Rivercomb,  81  Ark.  292. 

*  Kurz  V.  Brusch,  18  Iowa,  871 ;  Lucas  v.  Pickel,  20  Iowa,  490 ;  McCormick  v. 
Wilcox,  26  HI.  274;  Ely  «.  Eastwood,  26  HI.  107;  Smith  v.  Marc,  26  111.  160;  Pots- 
huisky  v.  Krempkan,  26  Texas,  807 ;  Ohipman  v.  McKinne}',  41  Texas,  76 ;  Rix  r. 
McHexirjs  7  Cal.  89;  Elston  v.  Robinson,  21  Iowa,  581;  Re  Haake,  7  N.  B.  R.  00,  70; 
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to  a  widow,  out  of  land  against  which  there  are  liens  paramount 
to  the  right  of  homestead,  does  not  impair  such  liens,  and  a  court 
cannot  give  to  an  order  setting  apart  the  homestead  this  effect.^ 
So  the  legatee  of  a  specific  legacy  of  lands,  to  which  liens  of 
judgments  against  the  testator  had  attached,  took  subject  to  such 
liens ;  the  assent  of  the  executor  to  the  legacy  had  no  effect  to 
divest  them  ;  and  the  legatee  could  not,  against  the  objection  of 
an  administrator  citm  testamento  annexOy  have  a  homestead  as- 
signed to  him  out  of  them.'  Of  course  the  levy  of  an  execution 
on  personalty  does  not  create  such  a  lien  as  cuts  up  the  debtor's 
right  of  exemption.' 

§  318.  Bale  applies  to  Attacliment  Liiens.  —  In  Minnesota 
and  Kansas  it  is  held  that  the  owner  of  land  cannot,  by  making 
it  his  homestead,  defeat  the  lien  of  an  attncbment  previously 
levied.*  **  The  right  to  sell,"  says  the  Minnesota  court,  **  is  fixed 
by  the  seizure.  Such  right  is,  from  the  time  the  lien  attaches  by 
the  seizure,  a  vested  right,  and  property.  In  this  respect  there 
is  no  difference  between  a  lien  secured  by  a  levy  of  an  attach- 
ment and  one  secured  by  the  docketing  of  a  judgment  or  the 
levy  of  an  execution,  except  that  it  may  be  defeated  by  dissolu- 

Tuttle  V.  Howe,  14  Minn.  145,  152 ;  Brooks  v.  The  State,  54  Ga.  86 ;  Smith  v.  Whittle, 
50  Ga.  627 ;  Gunn  v.  Thornton,  49  Ga.  8S0 ;  Moore  v.  Granger,  80  Ark.  574 ;  Hannahs 
V.  Felt,  15  Iowa,  141 ;  Ryan  v.  Weasells,  15  Iowa,  145 ;  McCauley's  Estate,  50  Cal.  544 ; 
Mims  V.  Ross.  42  Ga.  121 ;  Hawthorne  v.  Smith,  8  Nev.  182, 188 ;  Willis  v,  Matthews,  46 
Texas,  478 ;  Gunn  v.  Miller,  48  Ga.  877 ;  Roupe  v.  Carradine,  20  La.  An.  244 ;  Bumside 
t;.  Terry,  51  Ga.  186 ;  Watson  v.  Voorhees,  14  Kan.  828.  Upon  a  like  principle  a  coh- 
tract  to  convey  land  not  occupied  as  a  homestead,  made  hy  a  married  man,  his  wife  not 
concurring,  cannot  be  avoided  on  the  ground  that  the  premises  have  been  subsequently 
adopted  as  a  homestead,  and  that  the  wife  refuses  to  join  in  the  deed ;  and  in  such  case  the 
obligee  will  be  entitled  to  specific  performance.  Yost  v.  Devault,  8  Iowa,  845.  U(^n 
similar  grounds,  where  a  judgment  existed  against  the  debtor  prior  to  his  filing  tne 
statutory  declaration  of  homestead,  and  suit  was  brought  upon  it  after  the  filing  of 
such  declaration,  and  a  second  judgment  recovered  thereon,  a  homestead  was  not 
exempt  fVom  an  execution  for  the  costs  of  the  second  action,  since  these  costs  flowed 
out  of,  or  inhered  in,  the  prior  judgment,  and  it  was  the  debtor*s  fault  that  by  not 
paying  it  he  had  driven  the  creditor  to  a  second  action  upon  it  Mills  v,  Spaulding, 
50  Me.  57. 

1  McGauley's  Estate,  50  Cal.  544. 

<  Mims  V.  Ross,  42  Ga.  121. 

>  Re  Owens,  6  Biss.  482. 

♦  Kelly  V.  Dill,  23  Minn.  485;  Robinson  t».  Wilson,  15  Kan.  595;  BuUene  v.  Hiatt, 
12  Kan.  98. 
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tion  of  the  attachment  or  failure  to  obtain  judgment.  Tliere  is 
no  reason  to  suppose,  from  the  hinguage  either  of  the  Constitu- 
tion or  of  the  statute,  that  it  was  intended  to  give  the  del)tor  the 
power,  by  his  own  acts,  to  deprive  others  of  rights  previously 
obtained  in  his  property."  ^  And  in  Iowa  it  has  been  held  in- 
competent for  the  Legislature,  by  the  enactment  of  an  exemption 
law,  to  divest  such  a  lien.  Thus  a  statute  of  that  state  exempt- 
ing the  property  of  Iowa  volunteers  in  the  military  service  of  the 
United  States  from  levy  or  sale^  did  not  apply  to  property 
which  had  been  previously  levied  upon  by  attacjiment ;  and  the 
Legislature  could  not  give  such  an  effect  to  an  exemption  law.' 
But  in  Nevada  an  attachment  sued  out  and  levied  upon  a  debtor's 
homestead  after  he  had  occupied  it  as  his  residence,  but  before  he 
had  filed  the  declaration  of  homestead  required  by  the  statute, 
and,  consequently,  before  he  had  acquired  a  right  of  homestead 
therein,  was  displaced  by  such  subsequent  declaration.*  A  judg- 
ment, in  a  proceeding  by  attachment,  enforcing  the  attachment 

*  Kelly  V.  Dill,  supra, 

*  Laws  1862,  ch.  118. 

»  Hannahs  v.  Felt,  15  Iowa,  141 ;  Ryan  «.  Weasels,  15  Iowa,  145. 

*  Hawthorne  v.  Smith,  3  Nev.  182.  The  court  declares  that  a  creditor  cannot  defeat 
the  policy  of  the  Legislature  hy  any  act  of  his,  unless  the  statute  clearly  gives  him 
that  right,  or  clearly  points  out  the  contingency  upon  the  happening  of  which  the 
dehtor  would  lose  the  henefit  of  the  exemption.  "  Here,"  continued  the  court,  "  the 
property  was  clearly  a  homestead  in  fact.  If  it  lacked  anything  of  being  such  a 
homestead  as  the  law  exempts,  it  was  only  the  execution  and  filing  for  record  of  a 
declaration  by  the  husband  and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  that  they  had  selected  it  as 
such.  Upon  the  filing  of  such  declaration  the  statute  says  it  shall  be  exempt  It  is 
hardly  claimed  by  respondent  that  the  existence  of  debts  or  the  actual  insolvency  of 
appellants  at  the  time  of  filing  would  have  affected  their  right  to  select  the  homestead 
and  claim  the  exemption.  If,  then,  the  prior  insolvency  of  a  party  will  not  prevent 
his  claiming  the  exemption,  we  see  no  reason  why  an  attachment  should.  The  law 
declares  that  property  thus  selected  shall  be  exempt  from  execution.  It  makes  no 
exceptions.  It  is  no  greater  hardship  to  exempt  it  from  an  attaching  creditor  than  any 
other  creditor.  The  object  of  the  attachment  law  is,  not  to  allow  the  creditor  to  seize 
property  which  is  exempt  from  execution,  but  to  secure  that  which  is  liable  to  such 
process.  As  the  law  is  totally  silent  as  to  the  time  when  a  selection  shall  be  made  of 
the  homestead — declares  no  penalty  for  failing  to  select,  makes  no  reservation  in 
favor  of  liens  acquired  before  selection,  but  simply  says  that  when  selected  it  shall 
be  exempt  from  forced  sale — we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that,  after  the  selec- 
tion is  made  and  filed  for  record,  no  levy  upon  or  sale  of  the  homestead  property 
canbe  legally  made,  except  for  those  classes  of  debts  mentioned  in  the  Constitution." 
Ibid,  188. 
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lien  on  land,  is  not  conclusive  of  the  defendant's  homestead  right 
in  the  land  attached,  no  issue  regarding  the  homestead  having 
been  made  by  the  pleadings.  The  effect  of  such  a  judgment  is  to 
enforce  the  attachment  lien  on  whatever  interest,  subject  at  the 
time  of  the  attachment  to  execution  and  forced  sale,  the  defendant 
had  in  the  land.  The  purpose  of  an  attachment  is  to  hold  the 
property  on  which  it  is  levied  so  that  it  may  be  subjected  to  exe- 
cution so  far  as  it  is  legally  liable  to  execution,  and  no  further. 

§  319.  Exception  in  Mississippi  and  Texas  —  Jndgrment 
Liiens.  —  But  in*  Mississippi  and  Texas  this  rule  has  not  been  ex- 
tended to  the  case  of  the  statutory  lien  of  a  judgment  upon  the 
realty  of  the  debtor.  Accordingly  it  has  been  held  in  those  states 
that  tlie  exemption  accrues  to  the  judgment-debtor  if  he  occupies 
the  premises  as  his  homestead  at  any  time  before  the  sale.* 

§  320.    Change   of  Homestead  does  not  affect  Liens. — If, 

therefore,  a  creditor  has  acquired  a  lien  upon  land  of  the  debtor 
not  at  the  time  impressed  with  the  character  of  homestead,  either 
by  visible  occupancy  or  notice  of  record  accompanied  with  occu- 
pancy (in  those  states  where  notice  of  record  is  prescribed),  the 

1  WiUis  V.  Matthews,  46  Texas,  478. 

*  Trotter  v,  Dobbs,  88  Mi8&  198;  Irwin  v.  Lewis,  60  Miss.  863;  Letchford  v.  Gary,. 
62  Miss.  791;  Stone  «.  DameU,  20  Texas,  11;  Giddings  v.  Crosby,  24  Texas,  295; 
Macmanus  v.  Campbell,  87  Texas,  267.  The  same  rule  is,  in  terms,  declared  in  Haw- 
thorne V.  Smith,  8  Nev.  182,  188.  In  Trotter  v.  Dobbs  the  judgment-debtor  occupied 
the  premises  in  question  as  his  house  for  about  a  year  before  the  sheriff's  sale  took 
place ;  but,  being  a  single  man,  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  exemption,  under  the  law:3- 
of  Mississippi.  But  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  and  an  hour  or  two  before  it  actually  took 
place,  goaded,  no  doubt,  to  the  pitch  of  desperation  by  his  heartless  creditor,  he  got 
Tna7Tiedf  and  thus  became  suddenly  transformed  into  the  "head  of  a  family,"  and 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  In  Irvin  v.  Lewis  the  debtor,  with  the  experi- 
ence of  Trotter  before  him,  and  having  an  eye  to  business  or  pleasure,  or  both,  re- 
sorted successfully  to  the  same  expedient,  after  the  levy  of  the  execution,  and  beforc- 
the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  venditioni  exponas.  This  contagious  example  even  extended 
into  another  state.  North  v.  Sheam,  15  Texas,  174,  swpra^  {  808.  In  Stone  v.  Dar- 
nell it  is  intimated  by  Hemphill,  C.  J.,  that  there  maybe  exceptions  to  this  rule  —  **as> 
for  instance,  where  one  removes  from  his  former  homestead,  and  fixes  his  residence 
on  a  portion  of  his  land  upon  which  there  had  been  a  levy.  Such  proceeding  would 
be  regarded  as  fraudulent,  which  might  be  shown  by- the  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's 
sale,  and  would  protect  his  title  against  the  claim  of  the  homestead  thus  fraudulentlv 
acquired." 
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debtor  cannot  change  his  homestead  so  as  to  displace  such  lien ; 
his  right  of  selection  does  not  extend  this  far.^  And  this  rule 
obtains  now  iii  Texas,  notwithstandhig  decisions  already  cited^ 
which  might  imply  the  contrary.'  And  the  rule  is  applicable  to 
the  lien  of  an  attachment  equally  with  other  liens  .^ 

§  321.   Continued — Conflicting  Decisions — Iowa  Statute. — 

The  statute  of  Iowa  contains  the  following  provisions:  ''The 
owner  may  from  time  to  time  change  the  limits  of  the  home- 
stead, by  changing  the  metes  and  bounds,  as  well  as  the  record 
of  the  plat  and  description,  or  may  change  it  entirely,  but  such 
change  shall  not  prejudice  conveyances  or  liens  made  or  created 
previously  thereto,  and  no  such  change  of  the  entire  homestead, 
made  without  the  concuiTcnce  of  the  husband  or  wife,  shall  affect 
his  or  her  right  or  those  of  the  children.  The  new  homestead, 
to  the  extent  in  value  of  the  old,  is  exempt  from  execution  in 
all  cases  where  the  old  or  former  homestead  would  have  been 
exempt,  but  in  no  other,  nor  in  any  greater  degree."  *  The  early 
construction  put  upon  this  statute  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa 
has  been  overniled  in  a  later  case.  In  Elston  v.  Robinson*  a 
debtor  changed  his  homestead  from  one  parcel  of  land  to  another 
after  the  docketing  of  a  judgment  against  him.  The  second 
homestead  was  sold  under  an  execution  issuing  from  the  judg- 
ment, and  it  was  held  that  the  purchaser  acquired  a  good  title. 
The  lien  of  the  judgment  attached  to  the  second  tract  of  land, 
and  was  not  displaced  by  its  subsequent  occupancy  as  a  home- 
stead. And  it  was  deemed  immaterial  whether  the  debt  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  rendered  was  contracted  before  or  after 
the  purchase  of  the  tract  in  which  the  second  homestead  is 
claimed.  In  Furman  v.  Dewell^  precisely  the  same  facts  were 
presented,  and  the  purchaser  acquired  no  title.     In  the  view  of 

*  Mabry  v.  Harrison,  44  Texas,  286 ;  Houston,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texas, 
697 ;  Elston  v,  Robinson,  21  Iowa,  631  (overruled  by  Furman  v.  Dewell,  36  Iowa,  170). 

«  Supra,  2  820. 

•  WiUis  V.  Matthews,  46  Texas,  478. 

*  Willis  V.  Matthews,  supra, 

6  Rev.  Stat  Iowa  1873,  JJ  2000,  2001. 

•  21  Iowa,  681. 
»  85  Iowa,  170. 
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the  court  the  occupying  of  the  second  tract  as  homestead  had 
the  effect  of  displacing  the  lien  of  the  judgment  upon  it;  and, 
in  consequence  of  the  simultaneous  abandonment  of  the  old 
homestead,  the  judgment  instantly  became  a  lien  on  it.  No 
allusion  is  made,  either  by  court  or  by  counsel,  to  the  former 
decision ;  and  it  seems  an  unjustifiable,  and  perhaps  an  inad- 
vertent, overturning  of  a  settled  rule  of  property. 

§  322.    Continued  —  Recent  Views   of    Iowa    Court.  —  The 

reasoning  of  the  Iowa  couiii  in  the  last  case  is,  however,  quite 
persuasive,  and  would  be  fairly  entitled  to  commendation  if  the 
question  had  been  res  Integra,  After  quoting  the  statute,  the 
court  said  :  '*  Under  these  provisions  of  the  statute  the  defend- 
ant had  the  right,  at  his  pleasure,  to  change  his  homestead  by 
removing  from  his  home  in  town  to  the  land  in  controversy. 
This  right  the  law  gave  him,  in  explicit  and  unambiguous  lan- 
guage, provided  only  that  such  change  should  not  prejudice  the 
prior  lien  of  the  plaintiff.  After  the  change  of  homestead  was 
made,  the  law  exempted  the  new  homestead  from  execution,  just 
as  the  old  one  had  been  exempt  before  the  change,  and  to  the 
same  extent.  When  the  defendant  abcindoned  the  old  home- 
stead, as  such,  and  removed  upon  the  new  one,  the  lien  of 
plaintiff's  judgment  attached  to  the  former  homestead  (it  being 
still  owned  by  defendant),  and,  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of  the 
old  homestead,  such  lien  was  transferred  from  the  new  home- 
stead to  the  old  one,  thus  exempting  the  new  homestead  to  the 
extent  in  value  of  the  old  without  any  prejudice  to  plaintiff's 
lien.  Under  the  statute  the  defendant  had  the  right  to  change 
his  homestead  at  pleasure,  provided  that  the  lien  of  plaintiff's 
judgment  on  the  new  homestead  should  not  be  prejudiced 
thereby.  By  subjecting  the  old  homestead  to  the  payment  of 
the  judgment  the  plaintiff's  rights  are  preserved  ;  his  lien  is  not 
prejudiced  or  impaired  by  being  transferred  from  the  new  to  the 
old  homestead  of  equal  value,  or  to  the  extent  of  the  value  of 
the  latter.  In  this  case  it  is  shown  that  the  old  homestead  is  of 
greater  value  than  the  new,  so  that  the  plaintiff's  lien  rested  on 
better  security  after  the  change  than  it  did  before.  The  statute 
not  only  confeiTed  on  the  defendant  the  right  to  change  his 
276 


CONVENTIONAL   LIENS.  §   323 

homestead  in  the  manner  he  did,  but  said  to  him  that  his  new 
homestead,  *  to  the  extent  in  value  of  the  old,*  should  be  *  exempt 
from  execution  in  all  cases  where  the  old  or  former  homestead 
would  have  been  exempt.*  Now,  if  after  the  change  of  home- 
stead the  new  one  remained  liable  absolutely  to  be  sold  on 
execution  on  the  plaintiff's  judgment  because  it  had  been  a  lien 
thereon,  and  the  former  homestead  also  became  subject  to  execu- 
tion—  as  it  undoubtedly  did  by  being  abandoned  as  such  —  then 
the  statute  would  be  a  mockery.  The  owner  of  the  homestead, 
under  such  a  construction,  would  be  practically  deprived  of  the 
right  to  change  his  homestead,  and  the  statute  exempting  the 
new  homestead  to  the  extent  that  the  old  one  was  exempt  would 
be  entirely  defeated ;  for,  upon  appellant's  theory,  a  change  of 
homestead  would  render  the  former  one  liable  to  execution,  while 
the  new  one  would  continue  to  be  liable  in  the  same  manner  as 
it  had  been  before  the  change.  By  making  the  change  the  old 
homestead  would  become  liable,  while  the  new  would  not  be 
exempt.  This  is  contrary  to  the  plain  language  and  obvious 
purpose  of  the  statute.''^ 

§  323.    Conventional  liiens — Mortgages  —  Deeds  of  Tmst. 

—  That  the  lien  of  a  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  voluntarily  placed 
upon  land  by  the  act  of  the  owner,  together  with  the  formal  con- 
sent of  his  wife,  in  those  states  where  such  consent  is  required, 
cannot  be  displaced  by  any  subsequent  act  which  he  or  she  can 
do,  short  of  the  payment  of  the  debt  thereby  secured,  is  so  plain 
a  proposition  that  we  should  not  think  it  necessary  to  allude  to 
it  at  all  were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  here  and  there  a  decision  is 
to  be  found  to  the  contrary.  We  have  already  alluded  to 
the  fact  —  citing  the  cases  —  that,  prior  to  the  decision  of  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States  in  Gunn  v.  Barry ,^  the  Supreme 
Couit  of  Georgia  went  so  far  as  to  construe  a  statute  of  home- 
stead retroactively,  even  where  to  do  so  uprooted  the  lien  of  a 
mortgage  placed  upon  the  property  before  the  passage  of  the  act.' 
The  statute  of  Louisiana,  passed  in  1870,  contains  no  restraint 

^  Furman  v.  Dewell,  86  Iowa,  172,  opinion  by  Miller,  J. 

»  16  Wall.  610. 

'  ChambliBS  v.  Phelps,  89  6a.  886. 
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upon  the  power  to  mortgage  or  sell  the  homestead  ;  and  yet  the 
Supreme  Court  of  that  state  has  held  in  a  late  case  that  a  mort- 
gaffe  on  property  exempt  under  that  act  cannot  be  enforced,  but 
that  the  owner  of  such  property  may  sell  the  same,  free  from  the 
mortgage  he  has  imposed  upon  it.^  The  reverse  has  been  held 
in  South  Carolina,  under  a  statute  likewise  silent  as  to  the  power 
of  alienation.^  There  is  another  case,  in  Louisiana,  holding  that, 
where  a  planter  mortgaged  his  plantation  before  it  became  his 
homestead,  he  at  the  time  residing  in  another  parish,  he  might 
afterwards  occupy  it  as  his  homestead  and  assert  a  right  of 
homestead  in  it  as  ao^ainst  the  mortffaffee.  The  court  gave  the 
following  reason  for  so  holding:  "The  law  confers  the  right, 
and  the  law  existed  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  granted.  The 
defendants  accepted  the  mortgage  subject  to  the  contingency  that 
might  arise  in  the  future  rendering  it  necessary  for  the  mort- 
gageor  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  law."  ' 

§  324.  Continued — Role  in  Texas.  —  In  cases  governed  by 
laws  in  Texas  prior  to  the  Constitution  of  1875,  a  wife  might, 
after  the  death  of  her  husband,  claim  an  allowance  in  lieu  of 
homestead  out  of  property  incumbered  by  a  deed  of  trust,  in  pref- 
erence to  the  beneficiary  in  the  deed,  to  which  she  had  assented.* 
The  theory  of  these  cases  is,  that  the  death  of  the  grantor  in  a 
deed  of  trust,  or  of  a  mortgageor,  revokes  the  power  of  sale,  so 
that  the  debt  thereby  secured  must  be  presented  to  the  Probate 
Court,  and  there  recorded  and  paid  in  due  course  of  administra- 
tion ;^  that,  when  so  presented,  it  is  postponed,  by  the  terms  of  the 
probate  law,  to  the  widow's  and  children's  homestead  and  other 
allowances  ;  and  the  same  rule  is  held  to  apply  in  the  case  of  the 
lien  of  a  judgment  upon  lands,®  or  a  pledge  of  chattels,^  but  does 

>  Van  Wickle  v,  Landry,  29  La.  An.  830,  Spencer,  J.,  dissenting. 

'  Homestead  Association  r.  Enslow,  7  S.  C.  1. 

'  Fuqua  c.  Cbaffe,  26  La.  An.  148,  opinion  by  Taliaferro,  J. 

*  McLane  r.  Paschal,  47  Texas,  865;  Keeves  v.  Petty,  44  Texas,  249;  Petty  v.  Bar- 
rett, 37  Texas,  84;  Blair  r.  Thorp,  88  Texas,  49;  Batts  v.  Scott,  87  Texas,  59;  Bob- 
ertson  v.  Paul,  16  Texas,  472.     But  see  poatt  §  468. 

6  Buchanan  r.  Monroe,  22  Texas,  687 ;  38  Texas,  491 ;  44  Texas,  286. 

•  Giddings  ».  Crosby,  24  Texas,  295. 
'  Gurley  v.  Ward,  87  Texas,  20. 
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not  apply  to  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,*  nor  to 
nn  absolute  transfer  of  chattels  for  a  legal  consideration,'  and  it 
has  even  been  denied  in  its  application  to  incumbrances  upon 
land  ;*  but  this  last  decision  must  be  regarded  as  overruled. 

§325.    Continued  —  Scope   of    the   Rule   In   Texas.  —  The 

fjcope  and  meaning  of  the  rule  in  Texas  are  very  aptly  expressed 
in  the  head-note  to  a  late  decision  in  that  state :  *•  Since  the  exe- 
cution of  a  trust  created  by  a  trust  deed  can  only  be  enforced 
throusfh  the  medium  of  the  court,  it  follows  that  a  sale  thus 
-effected,  would  be  a  *  forced  sal6;'  and,  if  the  property  conveyed 
by  the  trust  deed  is  a  homestead,  the  Constitution  prohibits  it  from 
being  thus  sold.  From  this  it  results  that,  if  the  wife  joined  in 
the  trust  deed  to  the  homestead  during  her  husband's  life,  and  his 
estate  should  be  insolvent,  she  is  relieved j  after  his  deaths  from  a 
contract  binding  on  her  wfiile  her  husband  livedo  and  takes  an 
absolute  title  to  the  homestead,  notwithstanding  the  former 
unsatisfied  incumbrance.*'* 

§  326.  niustration  of  the  Texas  Doctrine.  —  The  following 
decision  will  serve  as  an  apt  illustration  of  the  Texas  doctrine : 
On  March  23,  1867,  M.  and  wife  owned  and  occupied  a  home- 
stead in  B.  county,  and  on  that  day  M.  conveyed  a  lot  in  Gal- 
veston to  a  creditor  to  secure  a  debt.  In  the  fall  of  1867  M. 
and  his  family  moved  upon  the  lot  in  Galveston,  and  occupied  it 
as  the  homestead  until  the  death  of  M.,  whose  widow  and  minor 
children  continued  to  occupy  the  lot  as  a  homestead  until  the 
widow  also  died.  The  estates  of  M.  and  wife  were  insolvent,  and 
they  left  no  other  real  estate  than  the  lot  in  Galveston.  The 
creditors  brought  suit  to  foreclose.  The  court  held  that,  as  M. 
and  wife  at  the  execution  of  the  deed  of  trust  occupied  as  their 
homestead  other  land  than  the  lot  in  question,  their  homestead 
right  attached  to  the  lot  (if  it  attached  to  it  at  all)  subject  to  the 
deed  of  trust ;  but  that  the  minor  children  of  M.  and  wife  were 
entitled,  in  preference  to  the  deed  of  trust,  to  an  allowance  in 

1  Dwight  V.  Overton,  85  Texas,  890. 
«  Donley  v,  Cundiff,  86  Texaa,  741. 
s  Xing  11.  Gafisidy,  86  Texas,  581. 
^  McLane  v.  Paschal,  47  Texas,  865. 

279 


§  328  LIENS   SUBSISTING  PRIOR  TO   HOMESTEAD. 

lieu  of  a  homestead,  to  be  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  lot  by  the 
administrator  —  the  overplus  above  the  allowance  to  the  minor 
children  to  be  applied  to  the  deed  of  trust,  which  had  been  pre- 
sented to  the  administrator,  duly  probated.* 

§  327.    Comments  on  the  Lionisiana  and  Texas  Doctrine. — 

The  vice  of  the  Texas  doctrine  consists,  not  in  compelling  the 
lien-bolder  to  resort  to  the  Probate  Court,  but  in  destroying  his 
lien  after  he  gets  there.  Instead  of  this,  by  analogy  to  the  rules 
which  obtain  in  couits  of  equity  and  admiralty,  its  status  should 
be  there  preserved.  I  mean  no  disrespect  to  the  enlightened 
judges  of  Louisiana  and  Texas  who  have  reached  the  results  above 
set  forth,  but  I  cannot  forbear  thinking  that  a  rule  which  ignores 
the  rights  of  creditors,  and  destroys  express  liens  fairly  and  law- 
fully made,  should  be  characterized  as  odious  to  justice  and  a 
stranger  to  the  principles  of  the  law.  In  all  other  states,  so  far  as 
my  reading  has  gone,  such  liens  upon  the  homestead  are  pre- 
served ;  and  I  shall  not  spend  time  in  accumulating  authorities 
upon  a  question  which,  with  the  exceptions  stated,  seems  every- 
where taken  for  granted.  But  these  decisions  carry  us  back  to  the 
times  immediately  succeeding  the  Revolution,  when  the  legisla- 
tures of  the  states  busied  themselves  with  the  enacting  of  laws 
to  prevent  the  collection  of  debts  —  when  creditors  were  treated 
as  outlaws,  and  <Hhe  system  called  justice  was,  in  some  of  the 
states,  iniquity  reduced  to  elementary  principles."  * 

§  328.    Continued  —  Mortgage  to  secure  future  Advances.  — 

If  a  person  mortgages  land  to  secure  a  present  loan  and  also 
future  advances^  and  afterwards  declares  a  homestead  upon  it  in 
pursuance  of  a  statute,  and,  without  disclosing  this  fact  to  the 
mortgagee,  subsequently  obtains  further  advances  upon  the  faith 
of  the  security  of  the  mortgage,  he  cannot  sustain  a  claim  of 
homestead  in  such  premises,  as  to  advances  made  since  the  dec- 
laration of  the  homestead,  unless  the  mortgagee  had  actual 
notice  of  such  declaration.     The  rule  is  said  to  be  that  a  moit- 

1  Batts  V.  Scott,  87  Texas,  69. 

*  Fisher  Ames'  Works,  ed.  1859,  p.  120 ;  Swayne,  J.,  in  Edwards  v.  Kearzy,  17  Alb. 
L.  J.  348. 
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gagee  in  a  mortgage  to  secure  future  advances  will  be  protected 
iu  making  such  advances,  as  against  a  subsequent  incumbrancer, 
unless  he  has  had  actual  notice  of  the  subsequent  incumbrance ;  ^ 
and  a  mortgageor  in  such  a  mortgage  who  has  declared  a  home- 
stead upon  the  mortgaged  premises,  and  then  fraudulently  ob- 
tained further  advances,  cannot  stand  in  a  better  position.' 


ARTICLE  IV. — UNP-A.ro  Purchase-money. — Vbnix)r's  Lien. 

i.    OenercU  Doctrine. 

§  330.  Preference  of  Vendor  over  Exemption.  —  Most  of  the 
statutes  of  the  different  states  which  exempt  homesteads  and 
personal  property  from  forced  sale  provide  that  the  exemption 
shall  not  operate  against  process  issuing  upon  a  judgment  ob- 
tained for  money  due  for  the  purchase  of  the  particular  property 
claimed  as  exempt.^    In  some  of  the  states,  where  the  statutes 

*  Shirras  v.  Oraig,  7  Cranch,  84 ;  Stuyvesant  v.  Hall,  2  Barb.  Ch.  169 ;  Triucott  v. 
King,  6  Barb.  S46 ;  Frye  v.  Bank  of  niinois,  11  ni.  881. 

«  Be  Haake,  7  N.  B.  R  60, 70. 

*  Arkansas — As  to  homestead,  Stat.  1874,  cb.  66,  {  2626.  Arizona — As  to  home- 
stead where  mortgage  is  given  for  purchase-money,  even  without  consent  of  wife,  see 
Comp.  Laws  1871,  ch.  87,  i  2.  California^  As  to  homestead.  Civil  Code,  848,  {  1241. 
Colorado  —  As  to  personal  property  exemption.  Rev.  Stat.  1868,  ch.  48,  {  83.  Da- 
kota— As  to  homestead,  Rev.  Code  1877,  p.  188,  J  5.  Georgia — As  to  homestead. 
Code  1878,  {  2002.  Ulinois — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemption, 
Bev.  Stat  1877,  cb.  62,  {  8.  Indiana  ~  As  to  homestead,  2  Stat  1876,  ch.  11,  2  4. 
Iowa — As  to  personal  property  exemption,  Code  1878,  {  8077.  Kansas — As  to 
homestead.  Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  88,  {  1;  Const,  art  16,  {  9.  Kentucky — As  to 
homestead,  Gkn.  Stat  1878,  cb.  88,  art  18,  {  9.  Louisiana — As  to  homestead  and 
personal  property  exemption,  1  Stat  1870,  p.  701,  |  2 ;  Williston  v.  Schmidt,  28 
La.  An.  416 ;  Simon  v.  Walker,  28  La.  An.  608 ;  Ventress  v.  CoUins,  28  La.  An.  788. 
Massachusetts — As  to  homestead.  Gen.  Stat  1860,  ch.  104,  {  6.  Michigan — As  to 
homestead  where  mortgage  is  made  for  purchase-money,  even  without  assent  of  wife ; 
as  to  personal  property  exemption,  excepting  mechanical  tools  and  implements  of 
husbandly,  2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  {  6188.  Minnesota — As  to  homestead;  personal 
property  not  exempt  where  debt  contracted  in  purchase  thereof,  Biss.  Stat  at  Large, 
ch.  82,  title  6,  {  166;  and,  also,  ch.  116,  title  11,  {  228.  Mississippi  —  As  to  home- 
stead and  personal  property  exemption,  Rev.  Code  1871,  {  2142.  Nevada — As  to 
homestead  and  personal  property  exemption,  also  where  mortgage  is  made  for  pur- 
chase-money of  homestead,  the  wife  assenting,  1  Comp.  Laws  1878,  p.  61,  {  187. 
New  Jersey — As  to  personal  property  exemption.  Rev.  Stat  1874,  p.  286,  {  10.  New 
York — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemption,  4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large, 
688,  2  2.  New  Hampshire  —  As  to  homestead  where  mortgage  is  given  for  the  pur- 
chase-money, even  without  assent  of  wife.  Gen.  Stat  1867,  ch.  124,  {  2.    Vermont-^ 
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governing  the  particular  case  make  no  such  exception,  the  courts 
have  made  it.^ 

§  331.  Reason  of  the  Role  —  niiistration  in  Case  of  resnlt^ 
ing  Trustee.  —  The  reason  of  the  rule  has  been  said  to  be  that  a 
homestead  is  not  acquired^  within  the  meaning  of  the  law,  until 
title  to  the  land  on  which  it  is  sought  to  be  established  has  been 
acquired,  or,  at  any  rate,  until  the  party  setting  up  the  claim  of 
homestead  is  in  a  condition  to  demand  title ;  that  all  liens  ac- 
quired before  the  homestead  has  been  established  must  be  raised 
by  the  claimant  of  the  right  of  homestead,  or  it  will  be  sold  to 
satisfy  such  liens  ;  and  that  a  person  holding  land  under  a  bond 
for.  title  has  no  title,  and  cannot  demand  title,  until  his  vendor  has 
been  paid.'  "We  have  held  in  repeated  cases  in  favor  of  the 
vendor,"  said  a  Texas  judge,  "  that  his  vendee,  as  against  him, 
could  not  claim  the  exemption,  or  be  shielded  under  it,  from  the 
payment  of  the  purchase-money ;  but  this  was  on  the  ground 
that,  until  such  payment,  the  superior  right  or  title  in  the  land 
remained  in  the  vendor ;  that  the  title  in  fact  had  not  fullv  vested 
in  the  vendee  until  the  discharge  of  the  purchase-money ;  that 
the  claim  of  the  homestead  is  based  on  the  fact  that  the  land,  as 
against  the  vendor,  is  held  by  an  indefeasible  title." '  So  strongly 
is  this  principle  asserted  in  Texas  that,  although  an  ordinary 
mortgage  yields,  in  the  case  of  the  death  of  the  mortgageor,  to  his 

As  to  homestead,  Gen.  Stat  1862  (App.  1870),  ch.  68,  2  10.  Nort^  Carolina— As  lo 
homestead  and  personal  property  exemptions,  Battle's  Rev.  1878,  ch.  65,  {  1.  Ore- 
gon.— As  to  personalty,  Oen.  Stat  1872,  ch.  8,  {  279.  South  Oarolina — As  to  per- 
sonalty, Const,  art  2,  {  82.  Tennessee — As  to  homestead,  1  Stat  1871,  {  2114  a. 
Pennsylvania  —  **  Bonds,  mortgages,  or  other  contracts  for  the  purchase-money,*'  1 
Bright  Purd.  Dig.  638,  {  22.  "  Liens  for  the  purchase-money  of  such  real  estate." 
Ibid,  416,  2  60.  Texas — As  to  homestead.  Const,  art  12,  {  16;  Burford  v.  Rosen- 
field,  87  Texas,  42.  Virginia— As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemptions, 
and  where  mortgage  is  given  on  former  for  purchase-money,  even  without  consent  of 
wife,  Code  1878,  ch.  188,  {  1.  West  Yiiginia — As  to  personal  property  exemption, 
Code  1868,  ch.  41,  {  28.    Wisconsin —As  to  personalty,  2  Rev.  Stat  1871,  p.  1661,  {  11. 

'  Farmer  v,  Simpson,  6  Texas,  808 ;  Stone  v»  Darnell,  20  Texas,  14 ;  Shepherd  v. 
White,  11  Texas,  864;  Rohertson  v.  Paul,  16  Texas,  472;  Phelps  o.  Porter,  40  Oa. 
486 ;  Barnes  v.  Gay,  7  Iowa,  26 ;  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  488 ;  Bumap  o.  Cook,  16 
Iowa,  149;  Cole  v.  Gill,  14  Iowa,  627;  Skinner  v.  Beatty,  16  CaL  166;  Me  White- 
head,  2  N.  B.  R.  699. 

'  Farmer  o.  Simpson,  6  Texas,  810. 

*  Hemphill,  C.  J.,  in  Stone  v,  Darnell,  20  Texas,  14. 
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funeral  expenses,  expenses  of  his  last  sickness,  and  the  homestead 
and  other  allowances  to  his  widow  and  children,^  vet  it  is  not  so 
if  the  mortgage  is  for  purchase-money.*  Upon  the  same  princi- 
ple the  same  court  has  held  that  a  resulting  trustee  cannot  assert 
a  homestead  right  in  lands  purchased  with  the  money  of  another, 
as  against  the  person  by  whom  such  money  was  furnished.  **  If 
it  was  a  resulting  trust,'*  said  the  court,  <*and  the  nominal 
grantee  held  the  land  for  the  use  of  the  real  purchaser,  the  trustee 
could  not  acquire  upon  the  land  a  homestead  free  from,  and  unin- 
cumbered by,  the  tinist.  He  could  not  claim  the  protection  of 
the  homestead  law,  any  more  than  he  could  if  he  had  been  a 
real  purchaser  and  taken  the  deed  absolute,  but  given  a  mortgage 
of  the  land  so  purchased,  to  his  vendor,  to  secure  the  purchase 
money.'  Similar  views  were  expressed  in  a  case  in  Georgia.  The 
Constitution  of  that  state  excepted  the  vendor's  privilege  only  as 
to  the  homestead;  but  the  court,  on  principle,  extended  it  also  to 
personalty,  saying:  **The  same  great  equity  which  declares  the 
wife  and  children  to  be  creditors  of  the  husband  also  admits  that 
property  unpaid  for  is  not,  according  to  the  great  law  of  right, 
properly  to  be  taken  even  for  the  support  of  the  family,  nor  is 
there  in  the  nature  of  the  thing  any  difference  between  real  and 
personal  property  in  this  respect.  •  •  •  There  is  no  equity 
in  applying  property  not  paid  for  to  the  use  of  even  the  wife  and 
children."* 

§  332 .    Contiiined — Reason  drawn  from  Priority  in  Time.  — 

In  Iowa  a  different  reason  has  been  fi:iven  for  the  rule.  The  statute 
of  that  state  provided  that  the  homestead  might  be  sold  for  debts 
contracted  prior  to  its  purchase^^  and  debts  contracted  for  the 
purchase  of  a  homestead  are  held  to  be  embraced  in  this  language, 
since  the  agreement  to  buy,  and  the  corresponding  promise  to 
sell,  are  made  before  the  title-papers  pass,  and  the  final  obliga- 
tion to  pay  arises  at  the  time  of  finally  consummating  the  con- 

1  Supra^  {  824. 

*  Robertson  o.  Paul,  16  Texas,  472. 

*  Shepherd  v.  White,  11  Texas,  854,  opinion  by  Lipscomb,  J.  See,  also,  the  reasons 
given  in  Re  Whitehead,  2  N.  B.  R.  699,  as  applicable  to  a  case  where  a  mortgage  had 
been  g^ven  to  secure  unpaid  purchase-money. 

*  Phelps  V.  Porter,  40  (H,  486,  opinion  by  McCay,  J. 

*  Kev.  1860, 1  2281. 
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tract,  when  the  notes  have  been  passed  and  the  deed  niade.^ 
But  in  a  case  in  Massachusetts  it  was  said  that  (i  note  given  for 
the  purchase  of  land  could  not  be  regarded  as  **  a  debt  contracted 
previous  to  the  purchase  thereof,"  and  was  not,  therefore,  within 
the  statute  of  that  state.'  In  a  later  case,  however,  the  same  court 
correct  this  manifest  error  (but  without  adverting  to  the  former 
case)  by  holding  that,  if  the  purchaser  of  a  homestead,  on  the 
day  of  receiving  his  deed,  borrows  money  which  he  applies  in 
part  payment  thereof,  and  shortly  afterwards,  on  the  same  day, 
executes  a  note  for  the  money  so  borrowed,  the  note  is  to  be 
regarded  as  relating  back  to  the  time  of  the  actual  loan,  and  as 
an  existing  debt  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the  homestead.' 
And  in  a  case  earlier  than  either  of  these  the  same  court  holds 
that,  if  a  purchaser  of  land  conveys  it  in  mortgage  at  the  same 
time  when  he  acquires  his  own  title,  and  as  a  part  of  the  same 
transaction,  he  acquires  no  right  of  homestead  therein  as  against 
the  mortgagee.* 

§  333.  Simnltaneoiis  Execntion  of  Deed  of  Pnrclmse  and 
Mortgage  for  Pnrcliase-money.  —  Upon  a  like  principle  a 
mortgage  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  executed  simul- 
taneously with  the  deed,  takes  precedence  of  a  judgment  against 
the  mortgageor.  The  execution  of  the  deed  and  of  the  mortgage 
being  simultaneous  acts,  the  title  to  the  land  does  not  for  a  single 
moment  vest  in  the  purchaser,  but  merely  passes  through  his 
hands  and  vests  in  the  mortgagee,  without  stopping  at  all  in  the 
purchaser,  and  during  such  instantaneous  passage  the  judgment 
lien  cannot  attach  to  the  title .^  And  the  principle  is  the  same 
where  the  mortgage  is  made  to  another  person  than  the  vendor, 
who  has  advanced,  either  in  money  or  in  goods,*  the  means  to 
purchase  the  property.     Similar  views  were  held  by  the  Supreme 

*  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  441. 

>  Thurston  v.  Haddocks,  6  AUen,  429;  Stat  Mass.  1855,  ch.  288,  {  8. 

*  Stevens  o.  Stevens,  10  AUen,  146. 

*  New  England  Jewelry  Co.  v»  Merriam,  2  Allen,  890. 

*  Curtis  V.  Boot,  20  HI.  57.  "This,''  said  Caton,  J.,  "ia  the  reason  assigned  hy 
the  books  why  the  mortgage  takes  precedence  of  the  judgment,  rather  than  any  sup- 
posed equity  which  the  vendor  might  be  supposed  to  have  for  the  purchase-money ; 
though  that  consideration  may  have  originated  the  rule  at  first." 

*  Ibid. ;  Austin  v.  Underwood,  87  HI.  488. 
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Court  of  California  as  applicable  to  a  case  where  land  was  pur- 
chased entirely  on  credit,  and  a  mortgage  given  for  the  purchase- 
money.  In  such  a  case  the  court  hold  that  no  homestead  right 
attaches  at  all ;  that  the  wife  of  the  purchaser  acquires  neither 
an  equitable  nor  a  legal  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises. 
And,  in  support  of  this  conclusion,  the  court  appeal  to  the 
familiar  doctrine  that  a  statutory  seisin  for  an  instant,  when  the 
same  act  that  gives  the  estate  to  the  husband  conveys  it  out  of 
him,  as  in  the  case  of  a  conusee  of  a  fine,  is  not  sufficient  to  give 
the  wife  dower,  nor  is  the  seisin  sufficient  for  this  purpose  where 
the  husband  takes  a  conveyance  in  fee  and  at  the  same  time 
mortgages  the  land  back  to  the  grantor  to  secure  the  purchase- 
money,  in  whole  or  in  part.*  This  view  is  in  substantial  accord 
with  that  of  the  Texas  court  above  quoted. 

§  334.  The  resulting  Rule — Vendor's  Liien  an  Tncumbrance 
merely.  —  The  resulting  principle  may  be  formulated  thus: 
Until  the  purchase-money  is  paid,  the  purchaser  has  not  such  an 
estate  in  land  as  will  support  the  homestead  right  against  the  person 
to  whom  the  purchase-money  is  dvs.  It  need  hardly  be  suggested, 
however,  that  the  lien  of  a  vendor  for  unpaid  purchase-money, 
whether  arising  by  contract  of  the  parties  or  by  operation  of 
law,  does  not  wholly  displace  the  right  of  homestead,  but  exists 
as  an  incumbrance  upon  it.  As  against  all  other  persons  save  the 
vendor,  the  right  is  perfect ;  and  it  does  not  lie  in  the  mouths  of 
such  persons  to  appeal  to  the  superior  right  of  a  vendor  in  order 
to  support  some  supposed  right  of  their  o^vn.  As  long  as  he  is 
content  to  waive  his  rights,  they  cannot  complain.' 

2.   What  is  Purchase-money  f 

§  335.  But  what  is  Purchase-money?  —  Case  of  several 
mesne  Conveyances.  —  This  question  would  seem  to  be  a  very 
simple  one,  but  it  is  one  about  which  there  is  much  confusion 
and  conflict.  I  shall  consider  in  succession  several  questions 
which  have  arisen. 

1  Lassen  v.  Yance,  S  Cal.  271.  See  4  Kent's  Com.  89;  Clark  v.  Munroe,  14  Mass. 
851 ;  Holbrook  v,  Finney,  4  Mass.  566. 

*  Clark  V.  Trawick,  56  Ga.  859 ;  Smith  v.  Whittle,  60  Ga.  626 ;  McHendry  v,  Reilly, 
18  Cal.  75 :  Hopper  r.  Parkinson,  5  Nev.  288. 
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1.  Suppose  a  vendor  has  sold  land  upon  a  credit,  and  there 
have  been  several  subsequent  conveyances  —  is  his  lien  for  his 
unpaid  purchase-money  still  paramount  to  the  right  of  home- 
stead existing  in  the  last  vendee?  In  Georgia  this  question  has 
been  answered  in  the  affirmative,  under  a  statute*  providing  that 
an  exemption  taken  under  a  previously-existing  statute^  should 
be  subject  to  demands  for  unpaid  purchase-money.  And  it  was 
so  held,  although  the  last  vendee  had  paid  his  immediate  vendor 
in  full,  and  taken  a  deed  for  the  premises.'  And  where,  in  such 
a  case,  the  last  vendee,  after  judgment,  execution,  and  levy  by 
the  first  vendor,  settled  with  him,  by  a  certain  agreement  which 
was  made  the  decree  of  the  court,  under  which  settlement  he 
delivered  to  him  two  negotiable  notes,  and  received  a  release 
from  him  of  all  his  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to  the  prem- 
ises, and  these  notes  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person, 
who  prosecuted  a  suit  thereon  to  judgment,  it  was  held  that  this 
judgment  was  for  purchase-money  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that  the  defense  of  homestead  was  not  available 
against  an  execution  founded  thereon.*  It  is  to  be  inferred  from 
the  facts  of  this  case  that  the  last  vendee  did  not  occupy  the 
position  of  a  bona-fide  purchaser  without  notice,  since  the  first 
vendor  executed  only  a  title  bond  for  the  property.  The  court, 
however,  makes  no  mention  of  this  point  in  its  opinion.  But  in 
a  subsequent  case -in  the  same  state,  where  A  conveyed  land  to 
B  by  a  warranty  deed,  tiiking  a  note  for  the  purchase-money, 
and  B,  for  the  purpose  of  defeating  the  collection  of  the  note, 
conveyed  the  land  to  a  boiia-fide  purchaser  without  notice,  in 
exchange  for  other  land,  and  induced  his  wife  to  have  this  land 
set  apart  as  a  homestead,  and  the  vendor,  having  obtained  judg- 
ment, filed  ft  bill  in  equity  to  subject  this  homestead  property, 
the  court  said  that,  if  the  debt  had  been  contracted  after  the 
adaption  of  the  Constitution  of  1868,  creating  the  existing  home- 
stead exemption,  it  would  have  sustained  the  complainant's  bill ; 

*  Act  February  27,  1874, 
«  Code  Ga.  1873,  J  2040. 

*  Sparger  r.  Cumpton,  64  Ga.  866. 

*  Ibid,  Another  element  entering  into  this  result  was  that  the  original  indebtedness 
was  contracted  prior  to  the  Georgia  Constitution  of  1868,  and  was,  hence,  protected 
from  the  homestead  exemption  created  by  that  instrument,  by  the  rule  in  Gunn  p. 
Barry,  16  Wall.  610. 

286 


WHAT   IS  PURCHASE-MONEY.  §  336 

but  inasmuch  as  the  indebtedness  was  contracted  prior  to  that 
Constitution,  so  that  it  was  privileged  against  the  homestead 
under  the  rule  in  Gunn  v,  Barry,*  the  complainant's  remedy  was 
to  levy  his  execution  upon  the  land  so  claimed  as  a  homestead, 
cv  to  proceed  against  the  sheriff  in  the  event  of  his  refusal  to 
levy.* 

§  336.  Effect  of  Assignment  of  Note  for  Purchase-money. — 

2.  Does  the  assignee  of  a  note  given  for  purchase-money  succeed 
to  the  privilege  of  the  vendor  as  against  the  right  of  homestead 
of  the  vendee?  It  is  apparent  that  this  question  is  in  substance 
the  same  as  the  question.  Is  the  lien  of  a  vendor  assignable?  and 
an  answer  to  the  latter  question  ought  to  be  an  answer  to  the 
former.  But  the  courts  are  divided  upon  the  question  whether 
the  assignment  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase-money  of  land, 
or  other  evidence  of  such  an  indebtedness,  is  an  assigniuuut  of 
the  equitable  lien  of  the  vendor.'  It  has  been  held  in  California* 
and  in  Georgia*  that  the  assignment  of  a  note  given  for  the 
purchase-money  of  land  carries  with  it  the  preference  of  the 
vendor  over  the  right  of  homestead  of  the  vendee.      But  the 

1  16  Wall.  610. 

*  Greenway  v.  Goes,  55  Oa.  588. 

s  The  court  held  in  the  foUowing  cases  that  it  is :  Hadley  v.  Kash,  69  N.  C.  162 ;  Blair 
V.  Marsh,  8  Iowa,  144;  WeUs  v.  Morrow,  88  Ala.  125;  Miffin  v.  Camack,  86  Ala.  695; 
Kelly  V.  Payne,  18  Ala.  871 ;  Boper  v.  McCook,  7  Ala.  818 ;  Plowman  v.  Kiddle,  14  Ala. 
169 ;  White  v.  Stover,  10  Ala.  441 ;  Korvell  v.  Johnson,  5  Humph.  489 ;  Parker  v.  Kelly, 
10  Smed.  &  M.  184;  Tanner  v.  Hicks,  4  Smed.  <&  M.  294;  Rakestraw  v.  Hamilton,  14 
Iowa,  147 ;  Kern  v.  Hazlerigg,  11  Ind.  448 ;  Brumfield  v.  Palmer,  7  Blackf.  227 ;  Taylor 
V.  McKinney,  20  Cal.  618;  Eskridge  v.  McClure,  2  Yerg.  84;  Adams  r.  Cowherd,  30 
Mo.  458 ;  Davidson  v,  Allen,  86  Miss.  419 ;  Edwards  v.  Bohannon,  2  Dana,  98 ;  Euhank 
V.  Poston,  5  T.  B.  Mon.  287 ;  Kenny  v.  Collins,  4  Litt  290 ;  Johnston  v.  Gwathmey,  4 
Litt  817 ;  Lagow  v.  Badollet,  1  Blackf.  416.  Contra^  Simpson  v.  Montgomery,  25 
Ark.  872 ;  Crawley  v.  Biggs,  24  Ark.  663 ;  Horton  v.  Homer,  14  Ohio,  487 ;  Taylor  o. 
Foote,  Wright,  856;  Brush  v.  Kinsley,  14  Ohio,  20;  Jackman  v.  Hallock,  1  Ohio, 
147 ;  Claiborne  v.  Crockett,  8  Yeig.  27 ;  Walker  v.  Williams,  80  Miss.  165 ;  Keith  v. 
Homer,  82  111.  524;  Wellbom  v.  Williams,  9  Ga.  86;  Lewis  v.  Covillaud,  21  Cal.  178; 
Baum  V,  Grigshy,  21  Cal.  172 ;  Boss  v,  Heintzen,  86  Cal.  818 ;  Iglehart  v,  Armlger,  1 
BUnd  Ch.  519 ;  Skaggs  o.  Nelson,  25  Miss.  88 ;  Shall  v.  Biscoe,  18  Ark.  142 ;  Williams 
V.  Christian,  28  Ark.  255;  Briggs  v.  Hill,  6  How.  (Miss.)  862. 

*  Dillon  V.  Byrne,  5  Cal.  455 ;  BirreU  v,  Schie,  9  Cal.  104. 

^  Sparger  v.  Cumpton,  54  Ga.  855 ;  Woiford  v.  Gaines,  53  GFa.  485.  So  the  assignee 
of  a  judgment  founded  on  a  note  for  purchase-money  can  enforce  it  against  the  home- 
stead of  the  judgment-dehtor.    Chamhliss  v,  Phelps,  89  Ghi.  886. 
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contrary  has  been  held  in  Texas,  even  in  a  case  where  it  was  the 
intention  both  of  the  vendee  of  the  hind  and  of  the  purchaser  of 
the  notes  that  the  assignment  of  the  notes  should  have  this  effect.^ 
In  California  the  assignee  of  the  note  seems  to  be  regarded  as 
occupying  precisely  the  position  of  the  assignor ;  for  it  is  held 
that  he  does  not  waive  this  preference  by  making  an  additional 
loan  to  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  and  canceling  and  satisfy- 
ing of  record  the  old  mortgage,  and  taking  a  new  one,  in  which 
the  wife  of  the  purchaser  did  not  join,  as  security  for  the  whole. 
But,  in  enforcing  such  a  mortgage,  the  homestead  would  be  sub- 
ject only  to  the  extent  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money  ;  as  to  the 
rest,  the  mortgagee  must  look  to  the  other  property  of  the  mort- 
gageor;^  and  a  very  similar  conclusion  was  reached  in  Georgia 
where  the  assignee  of  the  vendor's  privilege  was  holder  of  a  note 
payable  to  the  vendor  or  bearer.^  A  judgment'Ci^editor  of  a 
vendor  may  subject  to  his  judgment  any  unpaid  purchase-money 
due  to  the  vendor,  precisely  the  same  as  the  vendor  himself 
could.  Therefore  he  may  enforce  his  debtor's  vendor's  lien 
upon  premises  occupied  as  a  homestead.* 

§  337.  Payment  in  Notes  of  third  Person. — Liiability  of 
Vendee  as  Indorser.  —  3.  Where  the  vendor  took,  in  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  certain  notes  of  a  third  person  made 
payable  to  the  vendee,  and  by  the  vendee  indorsed  to  the  vendor, 
this  indorsement  was  held  to  be  **an  obligation  contracted  for 
the  purchase  of  said  premises,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  ex- 
ception contained  in  the  homestead  provisions  of  the  Constitu- 
tion of  North  Carolina  ;*  but  the  rule  would  have  been  otherwise 
if  the  notes  had  been  accepted  by  the  vendor  without  the  ven- 
dee's  indorsement,  in  which   case  the  passing  of  them   would 


^  Halone  v.  Kaufman,  88  Texas,  454.  The  transferee  of  a  note  given  in  purchase 
of  a  chattel  does  not  occupy  the  position  of  a  privileged  creditor,  as  against  the 
owner's  right  of  exemption,  although  the  original  holder  would  have  been  such.  Shep- 
ard  V,  Cross,  33  Mich.  96;  Harlev  v,  Davis,  16  Minn.  487. 

^  Dillon  V,  Byrne,  supra*.  To  a  similar  eJQTect  see  Austin  v.  Underwood,  87  HI.  441. 
Contra,  Phelps  v.  Conover,  26  Dl.  814.    Compare  Silsbe  o.  Lucas,  86  HL  462. 

»  WofTord  «.  Gaines,  53  Ga.  486. 

*  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24  Ohio  St.  402. 

*  Const  N.  C.  1868,  art.  10,  J  2. 
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have  been  an  absolute  pajnment.*  And  the  same  rule  obtains 
Tvhere  a  note  of  a  third  person  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  other 
property,  made  by  such  third  person,  has  been  Indorsed  by  the 
vendee  to  his  vendor  in  payment  of  the  land  purchased.^ 

§  338.    Money  loaned  wherewith  to  make  Pmchase.  —  If  A 

lends  money  to  B  to  enable  B  to  purchase  a  homestead,  or 
to  pay  for,  or  discharge  an  incumbrance  upon,  a  homestead 
already  purchased,  will  the  right  of  A  to  be  repaid  be  superior 
to  the  homestead  right  of  B?  If  B  has  purchased  a  homestead 
with  the  money  of  A,  under  such  circumstances  as  would  make 
him  a  resultinof  trustee  for  A,  of  course  he  can  assert  no  rijrht  of 
homestead  as  against  A ;  since,  in  the  eye  of  a  court  of  equity, 
A  is  the  owner  of  the  property,  and  not  B.^  But  the  question 
as  first  put  does  not  suppose  such  a  state  of  facts  as  would  make 
B  a  resulting  trustee.  The  courts  have  been  unable  to  answer  it 
with  any  degree  of  uniformity,  and  I  have  been  unable,  after  an 
attentive  examination  of  the  cases,  to  extract  any  consistent  rule 
from  them.* 

§  339.  Reasons  given  for  opposing  Conclusions.  —  The  rea- 
sons given  for  these  opposing  conclusions  may,  perhaps,  be  best 
exhibited  by  quoting  from  a  case  in  Kansas,  and  also  from  one  in 
Pennsylvania.  In  the  former  case  the  court  says,  referring  to  the 
Kansas  statute:  **The  spirit  of  that  provision  is  that  no  man 
shall  enjoy  property  as  a  homestead,  or  an  improvement  thereon, 
as  against  the  just  claim  of  the  person  who  procured  it  for  him. 

>  Whitaker  v,  Elliott,  78  N.  C.  186. 

>  Lane  v.  CoUier,  46  Ga.  68. 

»  Shepherd  v.  White,  11  Texaa,  364. 

*  Under  yarious  states  of  fact  the  following  cases  hold  that  a  privilege  similar  to 
that  of  a  vendor  passes  to  the  person  who  advances  the  purchase-money,  or  the 
money  to  complete  the  payment  or  discharge  the  incumbrance — in  other  words,  they 
call  the  money  so  advanced  purchaae-money :  Silsbe  v.  Lucas,  86  ni.  462 ;  Austin  v. 
Underwood,  37  Dl.  438;  Allen  v.  Hawley,  66  Dl.  164;  Lassen  v,  Vance,  8  Cal.  271 ; 
Carr  r.  CaldweU,  10  Cal.  886;  Nichols  v,  Overacker,  16  Kan.  64;  Pinchain  v,  Collard, 
13  Texas,  888 ;  Hamrick  o.  People's  Bank,  64  Ga.  602.  And  the  following  cases  hold 
the  contrary:  Nottes'  Appeal,  46  Pa.  St.  861;  Malone  v.  Kaufman,  38  Texas,  464; 
JEyster  v.  Hatheway,  60  HI.  621 ;  Bumap  t>.  Cook,  16  Iowa,  149 ;  Lear  c.  Heffner,  28 
La.  An.  829. 
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This  is  highly  equitable  and  just."  *  It  may  be  doubted,  however, 
whether  this  view  is  not  founded  in  error.  If  couits  attempt  to 
extend  homestead  and  exemption  laws  to  cases  not  necessarily 
embraced  within  their  terms,  in  order  to  do  equity  and  justice, 
their  decisions  will,  in  so  far  as  they  proceed  in  this  direction, 
operate  to  repeal  those  laws  ;  for  it  is  in  the  highest  degree  equi- 
table and  just  that  a  debtor  should  pay  all  his  debts,  and  there  is 
neither  equity  nor  justice  in  allowing  him  to  possess  and  enjoy 
property  while  his  debts  are  unpaid.  Homestead  and  exemption 
laws  have  never  been  supposed  to  be  founded  in  pnnciples  of 
equity  and  justice,  but  are  supported  by  reasons  of  humanity, 
expedieiic}',  and  sound  policy ;  and  these  reasons  have  secured  for 
them,  on  the  pait  of  the  courts,  a  liberal  interpretation.' 

§  340.  Continned.  —  The  Pennsylvania  court,  speaking  of  a 
simihir  statute  in  that  state,  says  :  **  Whatever  the  form  of  the 
lien,  whether  legal  or  equitable,  the  policy  of  these  statutes  is  to 
save  it  to  the  owners,  unimpaired  by  the  legislative  benevolence 
extended  to  widows  and  insolvent  debtors.  But  the  possessore 
of  such  liens  are  a  well-defined  class  of  creditors  ;  they  are  those 
who  have  parted  with  their  lands  in  consideration  of  the  price 
agreed  to  be  paid;  and  to  give  any  part  of  that  price  to  the 
widow  of  the  purchaser  would  be  to  endow  her  out  of  the 
vendor's  property,  instead  of  her  husband's.  The  same  thing 
is  done,  in  effect,  it  is  true,  when  any  property  of  an  insolvent 
decedent  or  living  debtor  is  withheld  from  his  creditors ;  because 
the  property  came  from,  and  represents,  the  credit  which  has 
been  given  him,  and,  in  natural  equity,  belongs  rather  to  his 
creditors  than  to  himself.  But,  whilst  the  Legislature  have  pro- 
tected the  special  class  of  vendors  from  the  operation  of  these 
statutes,  they  have  protected  no  other  class  of  creditors,  but 
have  disregarded  all  their  equities,  natural  and  legal.  The  dis- 
tinction rests  in  nothing  but  the  discretion  of  the  Legislature. 
Regarded  as  a  restriction  upon  the  ordinary  remedies  for  debt, 
such  statutes  are  constitutional ;  and,  whether  the  distinction 
they  create  between  creditors  be  or  be  not  reasonable  and  just> 

>  Nichols  V.  Overacker,  16  Kan.  59. 
«  See  La  Rue  v.  Gilbert.  18  Kan.  222. 
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it  is  not  to  be  disregarded  iu  the  judicial  administration  of  the 
statutes."^  The  cases  which  take  this  view  of  the  question  also 
rest  upon  a  principle  frequently  ruled  —  that  a  third  person, 
advancing  money  to  enable  a  vendee  to  buy  land,  cannot  claim  a 
vendor's  lien  in  the  land  so  purchased.* 

§  341.  Resulting  Rules  —  Money  advanced  on  personal 
Security  of  Vendee.  —  Out  of  these  conflicting  decisions  the 
following  propositions  may,  perhaps,  be  evolved :  1.  If  A 
advances  money  to  B  upon  the  personal  security  of  B,  and  with- 
out reference  to  what  B  intends  to  do  with  it,  and  B  uses  it  in 
the  purchase  of  a  homestead,  or  in  paying  for  one  previously 
purchased,  the  money  so  advanced  will  not  be  regarded  as  pur- 
chase-money, and  will  not  be  a  privileged  debt  as  against  the 
homestead.'  Such  a  transaction  amounts  to  a  mere  loan  upon 
the  personal  security  of  the  borrower,  and  there  is  nothing  in  it 
which  subrogates  the  lender  to  the  rights  of  the  borrower's 
vendor.  Accordingly,  the  Pennsylvania  case  already  cited  held 
that  a  widow  was  entitlecl  to  her  exemption,  out  of  the  estate  of 
her  deceased  husband,  in  preference  to  a  judgment-creditor  who 
had  loaned  money  to  him  to  pay  for  the  house  and  lot  of  which 
he  died  seized.  And  it  was  immaterial  that  the  deceased  had 
executed  to  the  person  so  advancing  the  money  a  judgment  bond 
which  became  a  lien  upon  such  real  estate,  in  which  bond  the 
money  so  advanced  was  denominated  purchase-money.*  It  is 
obvious  that  this  is  an  extreme  case ;  and,  to  give  it  any  consist- 
ency at  all  with  the  current  of  decisions  in  other  states  upon  the 
same  question,  it  must  be  assumed  that,  under  the  Pennsylvania 
statute  —  leaving  out  of  view  the  question  whether  the  money 
advanced  was,  in  substance,  purchase-money  —  the  homestead 
right  of  the  widow  was  paramount  to  the  lien  created  by  the 
execution  of  the  judgment  bond.  As  we  understand  it,  the  case 
strictly  resembles  several   already  quoted,   where  the  husband 

*  Nottes'  Appeal,  46  Pa.  St  861,  opinion  by  Woodward,  J. 

«  Stansell  v.  Koberts,  18  Ohio,  148 ;  Crane  v.  Caldwell,  14  HI.  468 ;  Skaggs  v.  Nelson, 
25  Miss.  88.    Compare  Jackson  v.  Austin,  15  Johns.  477. 

»  Eyster  v.  Hatheway,  50  HI.  521 ;  Nottes*  Appeal,  46  Pa.  St  361 ;  Lear  v,  Heffner, 
28  La.  An.  829. 

*  Nottes'  Appeal,  supra, 
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made  a  moitgage  upon  premises  purchased  with  borrowed  money, 
to  secure  the  advance,  his  wife  not  joining  in  the  mortgage  so 
as  to  release  the  homestead  —  in  all  of  which  cases  the  mortffaffe 
has  been  held  good.^  As- already  seen,  the  force  of  the  reasoning 
of  the  Pennsylvania  court  is  that  the  courts  will  not  enlarge  by 
implication  the  definite  class  of  creditors  which  the  Legislature 
has  seen  fit  to  save  from  the  operation  of  the  exemption  laws. 
But  the  turning-point  of  the  case  seems  to  be  the  fact  that  there 
was  no  privity  between  the  vendor  and  the  person  advancing  the 
money  to  the  purchaser.  In  this  respect  it  differs  from  a  Texas 
case  which  takes  the  same  view  of  the  question  ;  ^  for  there  the 
notes  given  to  the  original  vendor  were  actually  bought  by  the 
plaintiiar. 

§  342.  Advance  made  directly  to  Vendor  —  Promise  of 
Mortgagee — Advance  to  pay  preexisting  I>ebt.  —  2.  But,  if 
A  advances  money  to  B  for  the  purpose,  and  with  the  intention, 
of  enabling  B  to  purchase  a  homestead,  and  the  money  is  not 
paid  directly  by  A  to  B,  but  is  paid  directly  by  A  to  the  vendor 
of  B,  the  money  so  advanced  will  be  regarded  as  purchase- 
money,  and  the  homestead  right  of  B,  thus  purchased  for  him  by 
A,  will  not  subsist  as  against  the  debt  thus  created.'  Still  clearer 
grounds  are  aftbrded  for  this  conclusion,  if  B,  at  the  time  the 
money  is  so  advanced,  promises  to  execute  a  mortgage  to  A  upon 
the  premises  so  purchased,  to  secure  the  advance,  and  afterwards 
refuses  to  do  so.^  In  these  cases  a  distinction  is  taken  between 
a  case  where  money  is  loaned  to  pay  b,  preexisting  debt,  created 
for  the  purchase  of  a  homestead,  and  where  money  is  advanced 
originally  for  the  purchase.  But  it  is  obvious  that  between 
these  two  transactions  there  is  no  distinction  in  substance,  and 
there  ought  to  be  none  in  equity.  The  following  case  affords  a 
good  illustration  of  the  principles  just  declared  :  A  husband  and 
wife  executed  a  deed  of  trust  upon  a  qutirter-section  of  land,  to 
secure  a  note  given  for  b6rrowed  money.   The  husband  held  a  legal 

^  Lassen  v.  Vance,  8  Cal.  271 ;  Carr  v.  Caldwell,  10  Cal.  886 ;  Nichols  v.  Overacker, 
16  Kan.  69. 

*  Malone  v.  Kaufman,  88  Texas,  464. 

*  Austin  V.  Underwood,  87  111.  438 ;  Magee  v,  Magee,  61  HI.  600. 

*  Magee  v,  Magee,  supra. 
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title  to  one-half  of  it,  and  held  the  other  one-half  by  title  bond, 
undej  a  contract  to  purchase,  upon  which  he  owed  $400.  Being 
pressed  for  the  payment  of  this  purchase-money,  he  procured 
the  person  fi'om  whom  he  had  borrowed  the  money  first  stated, 
and  who  held  the  deed  of  trust  covering  the  whole  property,  to 
advance  the  $400  to  his  vendor,  and  to  take  a  deed  from  such 
vendor  to  secure  such  advance,  giving  to  him  —  the  first  pur- 
chaser—  a  bond  for  a  deed  with  a  clause  of  forfeiture.  This 
bond  was  afterwards  declared  forfeited,  and  the  whole  tract  was 
sold  under  the  deed  of  trust,  which  contained  no  release  of  the 
homestead  right.  It  was  held  that  the  balance  of  the  $400  due 
for  the  purchase  of  one-half  of  the  premises  was  to  be  treated  as 
purchase-money  due  the  purchaser  at  the  trustee's  sale,  and  that 
this  purchase-money  must  be  paid  before  the  court  would  protect 
the  right  of  homestead  claimed.*  Even  the  case  of  Magee  v. 
Magee,  where  the  court  attempt  to  draw  this  distinction,  is  an 
authority  for  the  opposite  conclusion  ;  for  there  the  money  was, 
in  fact,  advanced  to  discharge  a  preexisting  indebtedness,  which 
the  purchaser  was  unable  to  pay.* 

§  343.    Mortgagre  given  by  Husband  in  such  Case.  —  3.    The 

case  supposed  in  the  preceding  paragraph  becomes  still  stronger 
wher^a  married  man  resides  upon  a  tract  of  land  as  a  tenant, 
or  otherwise,  without  having  title  thereto,  and,  desiring  to 
secure  it  as  his  homestead,  borrows  money  of  a  third  person 
to  enable  him  to  effect  the  purchase  of  it ;  and,  to  secure  the 
money  thus  advanced,  executes  a  mortgage  upon  the  premises  so 
purchased,  his  wife,  however,  not  joining  in  the  mortgage  deed 
in  such  a  manner  as  would  release  her  homestead  right,  if  such  a 
right  existed  —  the  loan  of  the  money,  the  purchase  of  the  prem- 
ises, and  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  deed  being  simultaneous 
transactions.  In  such  a  case  the  mortgage  will  be  paramount  to 
any  right  of  homestead  existing  in  the  mortgageor  or  in  his  wife. 
But,  as  already  seen,  these  cases  rest  upon  the  ground  that  the 
instantaneous  seisin  of  the  husband  will  not  support  a  right  of 

>  Allen  V.  Hawley,  66  Dl.  164. 
*  Magee  v.  lilagee,  51  Bl.  601. 
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homestead  as  against  a  mortgagee,  as  it  would  not  have  sup- 
poited  a  right  of  dower.^ 

§  344.    Advance  to  discliargre  Preexisting:  Vendor's  liien. — 

4.  Notwithstandino:  the  contrary  intimation  of  the  Illinois 
court  in  Austin  v.  Underwood,*  and  in  Magee  v.  Magee,*  it  has 
been  held  that  this  principle  applies  to  a  case  where  a  third 
person  advances  money  to  discharge  a  preexisting  vendor's  lien. 
In  such  case  the  lender  will  be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the 
vendor,  and  neither  the  purchaser  nor  his  wife  will  be  allowed, 
as  against  him,  to  set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  propeity 
thus  paid  for  with  his  money.*  And  so,  where  a  homestead  had 
been  sold  under  a  decree  of  court,  and,  the  time  for  redemption 
having  nearly  expired,  the  debtor  procured  a  third  person  to  pay 
the  redemption  money  to  the  purchaser  and  take  an  assignment 
of  the  certificate  of  purchase  to  himself  as  his  security,  the  debtor 
also  conveying  to  him  another  tract  as  additional  security,  the 
money  thus  advanced  was  held  to  be  purchase-money.*  But  this 
principle  has  been  denied  in  a  case  in  Texas,  even  where  it  was 
the  intention  of  the  vendee  and  the  person  advancing  the  money 
that  the  latter  should  succeed  to  the  vendor's  rights.*  In  the 
California  case  the  homestead  premises  were  about  to  be  sold 
under  a  decree  for  the  purchase-money,  whereupon  the  «^endee 
borrowed,  from  a  third  person,  money  to  satisfy  the  decree,  and 
applied  it  for  that  purpose.  At  the  same  time,  and  as  a  part  of 
the  same  transaction,  he  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  premises  to 
secure  the  advance,  in  which  mortgage  his  wife  did  not  join.  It 
was  nevertheless  held  valid,  although,  by  reason  of  the  wife  not 
joining  in  the  deed,  it  would  not  have  been  valid  as  against  a 
debt  not  privileged.'' 

§  345.    Continued — Doctrine  of  a  Texas  Case.  —  But  in  the 

Lassen  v,  Vance,  8  Cal.  271 ;  Nichols  v.  Oyeracker,  16  ICan.  64. 

87  ni.  488. 

61  111.  600. 

Carr  v.  Caldwell,  10  Cal.  886. 

Silsbe  V.  Lucas,  86  111.  462. 

Malone  v,  Kaufman,  88  Texas,  464. 

Carr  v.  Caldwell,  supra, 
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Texas  case  the  purchaser  of  a  city  lot  owed  $2,000  therefor,  for 
which  he  had  given  his  notes  to  his  vendor,  and  the  vendor  had 
assigned  these  notes  to  another  person,  who  held  possession  of 
the  property.  The  purchaser  desired  to  obtain  possession ;  but 
the  holder  of  the  notes  refused  to  surrender  the  property  unless 
the  notes  were  first  paid.  Thereupon  the  purchaser  procured  a 
third  person  to  buy  the  notes,  which  being  done,  the  notes  were 
canceled,  and  the  purchaser  executed  to  such  third  person  new 
notes  for  the  money  so  advanced,  upon  which  the  holder  after- 
wards brought  suit  for  recovery  and  to  foreclose  his  supposed 
vendor's  lien.  It  was  held  that  he  had  no  vendor's  lien ;  that 
by  this  transaction  he  had  not  been  subrogated  to  the  rights  of 
the  vendor ;  although  it  was  admitted,  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  so  to  subrogate 
him.  *'It  is  evident,"  said  the  court,  <Hhat  the  parties  did 
undertake,  by  this  new  contract,  to  substitute  the  new  contract 
for  the  old.  They  did  intend  to  invest  the  new  contract  with 
the  superior  force  of  a  vendor's  lien ;  but  still  it  is  not  a  con- 
tract for  purchase-money,  which  alone  could  give  it  that  force, 
and  the  courts  of  this  state  cannot  enforce  a  contract  of  the  kind. 
The  Constitution  absolutely  forbids  forced  sales  of  the  homestead 
except  for  the  purchase-money,  and  the  courts  are  thereby  pro- 
hibited from  making  such  orders  of  sale,  though  the  parties,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  intended  it  to  have  the  force  of 
a  vendor's  lien.  The  vendor's  lien  is  not  the  creature  of  con- 
tract, but  is  an  incident  to  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  land, 
growing  out  of  that  specific  kind  of  contract  by  operation  of  law.* 

§  346.  The  foregoing:  Case  criticised.  —  This  case  seems  not 
only  inconsistent  with  reason,  but  more  repugnant  to  natural 
justice  than  such  cases  usually  are.  The  lender  not  only  helped 
the  purchaser  to  a  title,  but  helped  him  and  his  family  to  posses- 
sion ;  and  the  very  possession  which  he  thus  purchased  for  ]bhem, 
under  the  ruling  of  the  court,  converted  the  property  into  a 
homestead  and  defeated  his  right  to  reimbursement.  It  is  easy 
to  say  he  might  have  avoided  this  consequence  by  taking  a  mort- 

1  Malone  v.  Kaufinan,  88  Texas,  454,  opinion  by  McAdoo,  J. 
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gage  upon  the  property,  but  it  is  equally  easy  to  reply  that  no 
man  could  possibly  foresee  that  an  appellate  bench  would  make 
such  a  remarkable  ruling  as  this.  It  is  true  the  debtor  commit- 
ted the  mistake  of  endeavoring  to  create  for  himself,  by  parol,  a 
vendor's  lien,  under  circumstances  where,  as  he  might  have  seen 
from  an  earlier  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  same  state,  it 
could  not  be  done.  In  this  earlier  case  it  was  said  that  a  '*  vend- 
or's lien  upon  land  is  not  established  by  proof  that  parties 
agreed  that  one  of  them  should  have  a  vendor's  lien  upon  cer- 
tain land.  Such  a  lien  arises  by  operation  of  law  where  certain 
facts  exist.  K  the  facts  do  not  exist,  the  vendor's  lien  does  not 
arise.  Any  other  kind  of  lien  upon  land,  such  as  a  mortgage 
lien,  must  be  evinced  by  writing."  ^  But  a  plain  person  would 
certainly  assume  that  the  law  would  operate  to  establish  a  vendor's 
lien,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  stated.  The  money 
paid  to  procure  possession  for  the  debtor  was,  in  substance,  as 
clearly  purchase-money  as  though  it  had  been  paid  by  the  vendee 
himself  to  his  vendor. 

§  347.  Transaction  disconnected  with  Pajmient  of  Purchase* 
money.  —  5.  If,  in  consequence  of  a  transaction  wholly  discon- 
nected with  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money,  a  credit  on  the 
unpaid  notes  taken  by  the  vendor  is  given  by  the  vendor  to  the 
purchaser,  and  the  purchaser  gives  the  corresponding  credit  to  a 
third  person  under  such  circumstances  that  there  is  no  privity 

^  Wynn  v.  Flannegan,  26  Texas,  7S1.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  sued  to  enforce  a 
vendor's  lien  claimed  by  him  upon  a  tract  of  280  acres  of  land,  200  of  which  embraced 
the  homestead  tract  of  the  husband  and  wife,  defendants  in  the  suit.  His  evidence  of 
indebtedness  consisted  of  a  promissory  note  reciting  on  its  face  that  it  was  given  for 
the  purchase-money  of  the  eighty  acres  not  within  the  homestead  portion  of  the  tract, 
and  a  bond  to  make  title  to  the  whole  of  the  tract,  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife 
to  a  third  party,  which  was  consistent  with  the  contract  evidenced  by  the  note.  It 
was  held  that  parol  testimony  offered  by  the  plaintiff  that,  by  the  agreement  of  the 
husband,  the  wife  not  being  a  party  to  it,  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  a  lien  on  the  whole 
of  the  land,  was  inadmissible,  first,  because  the  effect  of  such  testimony  was  to  vary 
the  terms  of  the  contract  as  shown  by  the  note  and  title  bond  taken  together ;  secondly, 
because  it  proposed  to  establish  a  lien  upon  land,  not  by  showing  such  &cts  as  would 
give  rise  to  the  vendor's  lien,  but  by  showing  that  the  parties  had  agreed  that  other  facts 
had  given  the  plaintiffs  the  same  right  as  if  he  were  indeed  the  vendor  of  the  whole 
of  the  land ;  and,  lastly,  because  the  testimony  was  inadmissible  to  affect  the  home- 
stead rights  of  the  wife  unless  she  had  been  a  party  to  the  agreement 
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between  such  third  person  and  the  vendor,  such  third  person  will 
not,  as  against  the  right  of  homestead,  be  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  the  vendor.^ 

§  348.  Agreement  to  pay  Purchase-money  to  third  Person.  — 

6.  But  if,  by  an  agreement  between  the  vendor  and  purchaser, 
the  purchase-money  is  to  be  paid  to  a  third  person,  such  third 
person  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  fully  subrogated  to  the  rights 
of  the  vendor,  and  a  homestead  exemption  cannot  be  claimed  in 
the  land  as  against  him.' 

8.   Enforcement  of  the  Vendor  *8  Lien  upon  the  Homestead, 

§  349.  Such  liien  enforceable  only  in  Equity.  —  It  is  said 
that  the  lien  of  a  vendor  is  in  the  nature  of  a  trusty  and  that  equity 
regards  the  vendee  as  holding  the  estate  in  trust  for  the  payment 
of  the  purchase-money,  and  that  he  cannot  set  up  any  adverse 
title,  or  do  anything  which  can  place  him  in  a  position  incon- 
sistent with  the  interests  of  the  trust,  or  which  has  a  tendency  to 
interfere  with  his  duty  in  discharging  it.'  And,  therefore,  though 
by  the  appropriation  by  the  vendee  of  the  land  as  a  hoi.iestesd  it 
becomes  exempt  from  executicm,  it  still  continues  subject  to  the 
lien.*  But  this  lien  is  the  mere  creature  of  a  court  of  equity, 
growing  out  of  the  sale  and  non-payment  of  the  purchase-money, 
predicated  upon  the  principle  that  one  who  has  gotten  the  estate  of 
another  ought  not,  in  conscience,  to  be  allowed  to  keep  it  and  not 
pay  the  consideration  money.*  It  is  not,  strictly  speaking,  either 
a  jus  in  re  or  a  Jus  ad  rem  —  that  is,  it  is  not  property  in  the 
thing  itself,  nor  does  it  constitute  a  right  of  action  for  the  thing. 
It  more  properly  constitutes  a  charge  upon  the  thing.*  Being, 
then,  so  purely  an  equitable  right,  it  can  only  be  established  by 
a  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  enforced  in  its  own  peculiar 

^  Bumap  V.  Cook,  16  Iowa,  149.  If  the  reader  can  possess  his  mind  of  the  somewhat 
intricate  transaction  involved  in  tiiis  case,  he  will,  perhaps,  find  it  a  good  illustration 
of  the  statement  made  in  the  text 

•  Pinchain  v.  CoUard,  18  Texas,  388 ;  Hamrick  v.  People's  Bank,  Mt  (xa.  602. 

•  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  {  1218  et  aeq. 
«  TunstaU  o.  Jones,  25  Ark.  274. 

ft  Ibid, 

•  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  {  1216. 
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manner  and  upon  its  own  peculiar  principles.  It  is  a  relief 
offered  only,  then,  on  the  ground  that  the  claimant  is  remediless 
in  a  court  of  law.  If  the  vendor  can,  by  any  proceeding  at  law, 
recover  the  amount  due  him,  chancery  never  interferes  to  ena- 
ble him  to  assert  his  equitable  lien.  His  remedy  at  law  must  be 
first  exhausted,  or  it  must  be  shown  that  none  existed  there.^  It 
has,  therefore,  been  held  tliat  the  bare  existence  of  the  vendor's 
lien  will  not  have  the  effect  of  removing  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion and  subjecting  the  property  to  sale.  Hence,  where  a  home- 
stead has  been  sold  under  executions  at  law,  and  the  owner  moves 
to  set  aside  the  sale  on  the  ground  that  the  property  is  exempt, 
it  is  no  defense  to  his  motion  to  show  that  the  debts  for  which 
the  judgments  were  recovered  were  for  unpaid  purchase-money. 
If  the  occupancy  of  the  premises  as  a  homestead  left  the  vendor 
remediless  at  law,  he  should  have  proceeded  to  foreclose  his  lien 
by  a  bill  in  equity.^  So,  in  those  states  where  legal  and  equitable 
remedies  are  blended,  there  must  be  a  proceeding  in  the  nature 
of  a  suit  in  equity  for  the  enforcement  of  the  lien,  in  order  to  dis- 
place the  homestead  right  of  the  purchaser.'  If  the  vendor 
proceeds  by  a  suit  at  law,  gets  a  judgment,  and  under  the  judg- 
ment causes  the  property  to  be  sold  in  disregard  of  the  purchas- 
er's right  of  homestead,  and  the  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale 
brings  ejectment  for  the  premises,  it  will  be  a  good  defense  t<o 
such  suit  to  show  that  the  premises  were  occupied  as  a  homestead 
before  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,  although  it  be  found  as  a 
fact  that  the  judgment  was  rendered  for  unpaid  purchase-money.* 

1  TunstaU  t7.  Jones,  25  Ark.  274 ;  Pratt  r.  Vanwyck,  6  Gill  *  J.  498 ;  Eyler  v. 
Grabbs,  2  Md.  154. 

»  Tunstall  v.  Jones,  25  Ark.  272. 

<  Pinchain  v.  Collard,  18  Texas,  388 ;  Williams  v.  Young,  17  Gal.  403.  The  reason 
given  in  the  first  case  is  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  notification  in  the  plaintiff's 
petition  of  the  specific  relief  sought 

*  Williams  t?.  Young,  17  Cal.  408.  Baldwin,  J.,  said.  Field,  C.  J.,  concurring: 
**  Unquestionably,  if  this  purchase-money  constituted  a  debt  which  was  a  lien  on  the 
property  before  the  homestead  character  attached  to  it,  neither  the  husband  nor  the 
wife  could  hold  this  property  except  in  subordination  to  this  lien.  But  the  mistake  is 
in  supposing  that  the  Uen  gives  any  right  of  entry  or  title ;  it  is  a  mere  hold  or  claim 
to  subject  the  property  to  sale  —  the  title  and  right  of  possession  remaining  with  the 
debtors  until  such  sale.  It  is  also  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  a  sale  by  the  sheriff^ 
under  judgment  at  law,  for  the  purchase-money,  in  the  usual  form,  is  an  enforcement 
of  this  lien.    The  sheriff  merely  sells  the  interest  of  the  defendant  in  the  property 
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The  contrary  is  held,  however,  in  a  late  case  in  North  Carolina, 
the  court  saying  that  it  may  be  that  the  sheriff  would  have  been 
justified  in  refusing  to  take  upon  himself  the  responsibility  of 
deciding  the  fact  that  the  mortgage  was  for  purchase-money,  and 
that  he  was  not  obliged  to  sell  until  the  creditor  should  establish 
that  fact  in  some  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose ;  yet,  since 
he  had  taken  the  responsibility  of  acting  upon  his  own  conviction 
as  to  that  fact,  and  as  his  conclusion  was  right,  as  found  by  the 
jury  in  the  ejectment  suit  —  in  short,  since  the  homestead  was 
in  fact  liable  to  be  sold,  there  is  no  principle  upon  which  his  sale 
can  be  held  to  be  void.  He  had  the  power  to  sell,  and  elected 
to  exercise  it.^ 

§  350.  Exception — Foreclosure  of  Mortg^age  —  Writ  of  As* 
sistance.  —  But,  where  homestead  premises  have  been  sold  under 
a  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to 
a  writ  of  assistance  to  put  him  in  possession,  if  he  can  show  that 
the  moilgage  foreclosed  was  given  for  purchase-money ;  and,  if 
the  claim  of  homestead  is  first  set  up  by  affidavits  in  opposition 
to  his  motion  for  a  writ  of  assistance,  he  may  show  by  counter- 
affidavits  that  the  mortgage  was  for  purchase-money ;  and  the 
court  will  decide  the  case  upon  **  the  whole  facts  of  the  record."  * 

§  351.  Vendor  estopped  by  Liaches.  —  But  the  vendor  may 
also  be  precluded  by  his  laches  from  enforcing  his  lien ;  *  and 

when  that  interest  is  ft  leviable  estate ;  but  the  sale  does  not  pass  the  equity,  which  the 
plaintiff  had,  to  have  the  land  sold  to  pay  the  purchase-money,  which  was  a  charge 
upon  it.  The  title  which  comes  from  the  enforcement  of  the  lien  can  only  inure  after 
proceedings  to  enforce  the  lien,  and  there  must  be  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a 
chancery  suit  to  settle  the  sum  due,  and  have  the  lien  declared  and  a  sale  decreed." 

1  Durham  v,  Bostick,  72  N.  C.  867. 

*  Skinner  v.  Beatty,  16  Cal.  156.  This  case  turned,  to  some  extent,  upon  the  rule 
of  practice  which  denies  to  a  defendant  the  right  to  raise  questions  of  title  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  granting  of  a  writ  of  assistance.  Montgomery  v.  Tutt,  11  Cal.  190.  The 
court  said :  "  If  such  a  pretension  as  this  could  defeat  a  party's  right  to  this  writ  of 
assistance,  the  process  would  fall  into  practical  disuse,  for  in  every  case  some  sugges- 
tion would  be  made  of  a  title  of  some  sort^  in  a  member  of  the  family  or  lodger  in  the 
house,  which  would  remit  the  party  to  his  action  of  ejectment  There  is  no  danger  in 
such  a  process ;  for,  if  improperly  issued  or  executed,  the  court  can,  on  a  summary 
motion,  set  aside  the  writ  or  the  service  and  restore  the  possession." 

'  Bogers  v.  Green,  86  Texas,  786. 
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while  he  may  elect  to  bring  simply  an  action  at  law  for  the  pur- 
chase-money, and  such  election  will  not  be  deemed  a  waiver  of 
his  lien,^  yet  a  right  of  homestead  may  intervene  under  such  cir- 
cumstances that  he  will,  after  bringing  his  action  at  law,  be 
estopped  by  his  laches  from  changing  his  action,  by  amend- 
ment, into  a  suit  for  the  specific  enforcement  of  his  lien.' 

§  352.  Statutory  Remedy  in  Iowa.  —  But  in  Iowa  the  rule 
that  the  vendor  must  proceed  by  bill  in  equity  to  enforce  his  lien 
was  changed  by  statute.  There  the  vendor  might  either  sue 
upon  the  note  or  he  might  bring  a  separate  suit  to  foreclose  the 
mortgage.  If  he  simply  sue  upon  the  note,  the  property  mort- 
gaged might  be  sold  under  the  execution,  and  the  judgment 
would  be  a  lien,  as  between  the  parties,  from  the  date  of  record- 
ing the  mortgage.*  In  either  case  the  purchaser  at  the  sale 
would  take  title  divested  of  any  homestead  right-* 

§  353.  Statutory  Remedy  in  Georgia.  —  In  Georgia  the 
vendor  proceeds  to  recover  judgment  for  his  debt  in  a  suit  at 
law,  and,  if  the  purchaser  has  had  set  apart  to  him  a  homestead 
in  the  premises,  the  vendor,  his  agent,  or  attorney  makes  affida- 
vit that  the  debt  on  which  the  execution  is  founded  is  one  of 
those  excepted  by  the  Constitution  from  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion ;  and  then  the  sheriff  must  proceed  to  levy  and  sell,  unless  the 
debtor  makes  a  counter-affidavit  —  in  which  case  proceedings  are 
stayed  and  the  affidavits  are  returned  into  court,  and  the  issue 
there  determined.*  A  counter-affidavit  "  that  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  and  belief  he  paid  the  purchase-money  for  the  land 
levied  on  "  is  bad.*  In  this  state  the  holder  of  a  privileged  debt 
cannot  interfere  to  prevent  the  setting  off  by  the  ordinary  of  the 
statutory  homestead  to  the  debtor,  since  the  statute  reserves  to 

1  McAlpin  V.  Burnett,  19  Texas,  497. 

2  Lawler  v.  Yeatman,  87  Texas,  669. 

*  Code  Iowa,  e<L  1861,  H  2086,  2087;  Rev.  1860,  {{  8668,  8664.  Section  8664  of  the 
Revision  of  1860  appears  to  be  omitted  from  the  Code  of  1878.  These  proirisionB  were 
construed  in  Redfield  v.  Hart,  12  Iowa,  855. 

*  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  448. 

*  Code  Ga.  1878,  JJ  2028,  2031. 

*  McGhee  v.  Way,  46  Ga.  282. 
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him  the  right  to  levy  his  execution  on  the  homestead  though  laid 
off.i 

■ 

§  354.  In  Case  of  I>eath  of  Vendee. — In  Mississippi  the  real 
estate  of  a  deceased  person  descends  to  his  heirs  at  law,  and  does 
not  pass  to  his  personal  representative.  Hence  a  vendor  who 
sues  an  executor  on  notes  given  by  his  testator  for  the  purchase 
of  real  estate  is  entitled  to  a  geueral  judgment  against  the  execu- 
tor, to  be  levied  de  bonis  teatatoris^  but  is  not  entitled  also  to  a 
special  judgment  leviable  on  the  land  for  which  the  notes  were 
given.  To  obtain  this  he  must  proceed  against  the  heirs.*  In 
Texas  it  has  been  held  that  the  action  of  the  Probate  Court  in 
setting  out  a  homestead  to  the  family  of  a  deceased  person  which 
he  held  merely  by  title  bond,  the  purchase-money  remaining  un- 
paid, was  void,  under  the  decisions  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  already  quoted,  which  hold  that  a  homestead  cannot  be 
acquired  in  land  until  the  purchase-money  is  paid.'  And  in 
Texas  the  Probate  Court  has  power  to  set  aside  the  homestead  of 
200  acres  out  of  a  larger  tract  constituting  an  estate,  even  before 
the  purchase-money  has  been  paid.  Such  order  will  protect  the 
family,  even  against  the  holder  of  the  vendor's  Hen,  until  it  has 
been  set  aside  in  a  direct  proceeding  for  that  purpose,  with  all 
the  parties  interested  before  the  court.  Upon  such  a  proceeding 
to  enforce  a  vendor's  lien,  the  proper  order  is  said  to  be  to  sell 
the  excess  of  the  tract  over  the  allotted  homestead,  and  so  much 
of  the  homestead  itself  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  the  purchase- 
money.* 

§  355.  Vendor's  Preference  for  unpaid  Balance.  —  Suppose 
a  portion  of  the  purchase-money  due  for  the  homestead  has  been 
paid,  and  the  vendor  seeks  to  foreclose  his  lien  for  the  balance  ; 
does  this  payment  disincumber  the  homestead  pro  tantOy  or  does 

1  Chambliss  v.  Phelps,  89  Ga.  886. 

s  Buckingham  v.  Nelson,  42  Miss.  417.  The  recititl  of  the  statute  (Rev.  Code 
1857,  art.  284,  p.  580),  that  '*  no  property  shall  be  exempt  from  execution  when  the 
purchase-money  thereof  forms,  in  whole  or  in  part,  the  debt  on  which  the  judgment 
is  founded,"  does  not  alter  the  case.    Ibid, 

»  McCreery  v,  Fortson,  85  Texas,  641. 

*  Harrison  v.  Obertbier,  40  Texas,  885. 
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the  entire  homestead  remain  liable  to  sale  as  long  as  any  of  the 
purchase-money  remains  unpaid?  Is  the  doctrine  of  apportion^ 
meiit  applicable  to  such  a  case?  This  question  has  been  answered 
in  the  negative.^  '*The  whole  land  sold,"  —  says  the  Georgia 
couit,  *'  especially  if  it  be  in  one  body  and  for  a  speciiSc  price, 
and  bond  for  title  be  given  —  is  bound  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money,  and  the  purchaser,  on  account  of  a  partial  pay- 
ment, has  no  right  to  claim  a  homestead  in  the  land  to  that 
extent,  or  in  the  proportion  which  the  payment  bears  to  the 
whole  purchase-money.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  purchaser 
has  made  improvements  on  the  land,  and  that  it  has  depreciated 
in  value  below  the  amount  of  the  unpaid  balance,  affect  the  ques- 
tion. The  vendor  does  not  warrant  against  depreciation.  The 
purchaser  risks  that.  If  the  land  advances  in  value,  it  is  his 
gain  ;  if  it  declines,  he  suffers  the  loss.*'  *  Where  several  par- 
cels of  land  were  included  in  one  purchase,  and  a  mortgage  given 
on  one  of  the  tracts  for  a  part  of  the  purchase-money,  and,  on 
sale  under  foreclosure,  it  did  not  satisfy  the  debt,  and  a  decree 
was  taken  for  the  balance,  under  which  another  of  the  tracts  was 
taken  on  execution,  it  was  held  that  there  was  no  homestead 
right  in  this  tract  as  against  the  purchase-money  due  on  the 
entire  purchase.'  In  another  case  in  the  same  state  one  M. 
owned  a  tract  of  land  which  he  had  mortgaged  to  one  C.  for 
$1,400.  W.  wished  to  buy  this  tract  from  M.  for  $2,000,  and 
another  tract  from  C.  for  $1,600.  It  was  airanged  that  M. 
should  convey  his  tract  to  C.  for  the  $3,000,  less  the  mortgage, 
and  that  C.  should  then  convey  both  tracts  to  W.  for  $4,600,  W. 

^  Cook  V,  CrockeFi  58  Ga.  66 ;  Harris  v.  Glenn,  56  Ga.  94,  citing  Sale  v,  Wingfield 
(MS.),  decided  by  the  same  court  at  the  same  term;  Weider  v,  Clark,  27  BI.  251; 
Bush  0.  Scott,  76  HI.  525. 

*  Cook  V.  Crocker,  58  Ga.  66.  In  Texas,  under  a  decree  of  the  District  Court,  an 
entire  tract  of  land  was  sold  for  the  payment  of  an  unpaid  balance  of  purchase- 
money,  but  previous  to  the  rendition  of  the  decree  the  vendee  had  died,  and  the  Pro- 
bate Court  had  set  aside  to  his  family  a  portion  of  the  tract  as  theii*  homestead.  It 
was  held  that  this  homestead  claim  could  avail  nothing  against  the  title  of  the  pur- 
chaser under  the  decree  of  the  District  Court,  which  decree  could  not  be  collaterally 
impeached  on  the  ground  that  a  sale  of  a  part  only  of  the  tract  would  have  sufficed  to 
satisfy  the  unpaid  purchase-money,  leaving  unsold  the  portion  claimed  as  the  home- 
stead.   McCreery  v,  Fortson,  85  Texas,  641. 

«  Bush  V.  Scott,  76  111.  525. 
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to  pay  $1,000  down  and  give  a  mortgage  for  the  balance.  The 
court  held  that  this  was  a  sale  of  the  whole  premises  from  C.  to 
W.,  and  that,  the  mortgage  being  given  for  a  part  of  the  pur- 
chase-money, W.  could  not  claim  a  homestead  in  the  M.  tract  to 
defeat  a  foreclosure.^ 

§  35^.  Exception  in  Case  of  Chattels  capable  of  Separa- 
tion.—  But,  where  exempt  personalty  which  has  been  set  apart 
to  a  debtor  consists  of  several  articles  capable  of  separation,  and 
the  purchase-money  of  one  of  these  articles  has  not  been  paid, 
this  article  will  be  held  liable  for  the  purchase-money,  but  the 
rest  of  the  property  will  be  held  exempt.*  So,  where  a  judg- 
ment has  been  obtained  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  and  the 
land  has  been  sold  to  satisfy  the  same,  but  does  not  fully  di.s- 
charge  the  debt,  the  judgment  is  not  such  a  lien  on  the  crop 
which  has  matured  and  been  gathered  on  the  land,  bcfoi'e  the 
levy  of  the  execution  on  the  land,  as  would  defeat  the  right  of 
the  vendee  to  hold  the  crop  as  an  exemption.* 

§  357.    Continued  —  Bole  in  New  York.  —  In  New  York  a 

1  Welder  r.  Clark,  27  III.  251. 

'  Loyless  v.  Collins,  56  Ga.  370.  One  of  the  five  judges  (Jackson,  J.)  dissented  in 
a  str5ng  opinion.  The  specific  article  in  this  case  held  liable  for  the  purchase-money 
was  a  cotton-gin.  He  thought  it  would  be  a  great  wrong  to  allow  the  debtor  to 
wear  out  or  consume  an  exempt  article  which  had  not  been  paid  for,  and  to  hold  as 
exempt  against  the  seller  the  balance  of  his  homestead.  He  thought  that  a  fair  inter- 
pretation of  those  provisions  of  the  Constitution  and  laws  of  Georgia  relating  to  this 
subject  made  all  the  homestead  and  exemption  liable  for  the  purchase-money  of  any 
part.  "Neither  the  Constitution  nor  the  act  passed  to  carry  it  into  eflfect,*'  said  he, 
"cuts  up  the  homestead  and  exemption  into  separate  parcels,  making  one  parcel  liable 
for  one  debt  and  another  for  another  debt;  but  they  both  treat  the  whole  us  o?ie  trust 
estate,  exempt  from  all  the  liabilities  of  the  head  of  the  family  except  a  particular 
class  of  debts,  and  for  this  class  of  debts  I  think  the  whole  trust  estate  is  liable." 

'  Johnson  v.  Holmes,  49  Ga.  366.  The  court  said:  "The  lien  of  a  judgment  for 
the  purchase-money  of  land,  where  bond  for  title  only  is  given,  is  by  statute  superior 
to  all  other  liens.  But  it  does  not  go  beyond  the  land,  so  far  as  to  its  having  any  other 
priority  over  other  judgments.  If  the  execution  issued  thereon  were  levied  on  crops 
produced  on  the  land  by  the  defendant,  and  which  had  matured  and  been  gnthei-od, 
older  executions  would  take  in  preference.  Even  if  the  defendant  had  prodiu«  d 
many  crops,  and  with  them  had  purchased  other  property,  the  lien  of  the  older  judi;- 
ments  on  that  property  would  be  superior  to  the  vendor's  judgment.  Outside  of  tlio 
specific  lien  given  to  it  by  statute,  we  know  of  no  other  priority  it  has,  either  in  law 
or  equity." 
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different  rule  has  obtained,  under  an  act  of  the  Legislature  which 
exempted  from  execution  certain  chattels  in  addition  to  those 
exempted  by  the  Ee vised  Statutes,  and  which  provided  **that 
such  exemption  shall  not  extend  to  any  execution  issued  on  a  de- 
mand for  the  purchase-money  of  such  furniture,  or  tools,  or  team, 
or  articles  now  enumerated  by  law.'*  *  In  construing  this  proviso 
the  intermediate  courts  of  that  state  have  vacillated  in  a  manner 
which  produces  the  greatest  confusion,  and  deprives  their  judg- 
ments of  much  claim  to  respect.  The  better  conclusion  seems 
be  that,  under  it,  all  the  articles  specified  in  this  statute  are  liable 
to  seizure  and  sale  on  an  execution  to  collect  the  purchase-money 
of  any  one  of  them,  or  of  any  other  property  which  was,  under 
the  Eevised  Statutes,  exempt  from  execution;^  but  no  article 
exempt  by  the  Eevised  Statutes  can  be  levied  on  to  collect  the 
purchase  price  of  any  exempted  article  whatever'  —  an  incon- 
gruous result,  to  say  the  least. 

§  358.  Mortgage  in  Part  for  Purcliase-inoneyy  covering  both 
Homestead  and  Non-homestead  Tract.  —  But,  where  a  mort- 
gage covered  two  tracts,  one  of  which  was  the  homestead  of  the 
moi-tgageor,  and  a  part  of  the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage  was 
purchase-money  of  the  homestead,  and  the  rest  a  loan,  it  waa 
held  that  the  mortgagee,  in  foreclosing,  was  entitled  to  make 
out  of  the  lot  claimed  as  a  homestead  only  the  actual  amount  of 
the  interest  and  purchase-money  remaining  due,  and  that  for 
the  excess  over  the  purchase-money  he  must  proceed  on  his 
other  security,  or  against  the  party  personally.*  In  this  case  the 
plaintiff  sold  the  defendant  the  homestead  lot,  and  took  a  moit- 
gage  upon  it  for  the  purchase-money.  Afterwards  he  loaned  the 
defendant  another  sum,  and  took  a  new  mortgage,  covering  the 

1  Acts  N.  Y.  1842,  p.  193,  {  1. 

*  Mathewson  v,  Weller,  3  Benio,  62 ;  Snyder  v.  Davis,  1  Hun,  850 ;  Craft  v.  Curtiss, 
25  How.  Pr.  163;  Cox  t;.  Stafford,  14  How.  Pr.  519;  Cole  v.  Stevens,  9  Barb.  676; 
Davis  V.  Peabody,  10  Barb.  91.  Contra,  Hickox  t7.  Fay,  86  Barb.  9;  Smith  v.  Slade, 
57  Barb.  687. 

'  Cox  V,  Stafford,  supra,  "You  may  levy  such  an  execution  on  a  team-hone  [ex- 
empt by  the  act  of  1842],  but  not  on  a  cow  or  a  stove "  [exempt  by  the  Revised 
Statutes].    Davis  v,  Peabody,  supra. 

*  Dillon  V.  Byrne,  5  Cal.  455,  Murray,  C.  J.,  and  Heydenfeldt,  J. 
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homestead  lot  and  another  Tot,  as  his  security,  and  canceled  the 
old  mortgage  of  record.  The  second  mortgage,  so  far  as  it  em- 
braced the  amount  covered  by  the  first  mortgage,  was  held  to  be 
for  purchase-money  ;  and  then  the  court  ruled  as  stated.  There 
is  no  suggestion  that  the  second  mortgage  was  not,  in  so  far  as  it 
was  a  security  for  the  loan,  a  valid  mortgage  of  the  homestead. 
One  can  easily  understand  why  a  court  of  equity  would,  in  view 
of  the  policy  of  the  homestead  laws,  exercise  its  power  so  as  to 
compel  the  mortgagee  to  exhaust  the  non-homestead  property 
first,^  bxit  it  could  not  properly  exercise  them  so  as  to  deprive 
the  mortgagee  of  the  means  of  collecting  his  debt  until  all  his 
security,  including  the  homestead,  was  exhausted  ;  for  this  would 
destroy  a  vested  right.^  In  part,  then,  Dillon  v.  Bynie  is  clearly 
erroneous,  and  ought  not  to  be  followed. 

4,  Effect  of  Exchange  of  Securities, 

§  359.  Effect  of  Exchange  of  Securities  upon  Vendor's 
Preference.  —  For  the  same  reasons  a  mere  exchange  of  securi- 
ties between  the  same  parties,  as  the  taking  of  a  new  note  and 
mortgage  in  exchange  for  an  old,  will  not  change  the  nature  of 
the  debt  so  as  to  destroy  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  satisfaction 
out  of  the  premises  sold  and  conveyed,  although  the  purchaser 
may  have  occupied  them  as  his  homestead.'  Thus  where,  on 
the  purchase  of  a  homestead,  the  purchaser  and  his  wife  execute 
a  mortgage  thereon  to  secure  the  purchase-money  and  other  in- 
debtedness of  a  kind  such  as  a  homestead  is  exempt  from  liability 
for,  and  thereafter,  a  portion  of  the  mortgage  having  been  paid, 
such  moitgage  is  surrendered  and  a  new  mortgage  executed 
by  the  husband  alone  for  the  balance,  the  creditor  can  enforce  a 
lien  upon  the  homestead  for  so  much  of  the  debt  secured  by  the 
second  mortgage  as  is  for  the  purchase  of  the  land,  and  interest, 

1  McLaughlin  v.  Hart,  46  Cal.  68S ;  Twogood  v.  Stephens,  19  Iowa,  405 ;  Barker  v. 
RolUna,  80  Iowa,  412 ;  Rev.  Iowa  1860,  J  2281 ;  Pittman's  Appeal,  48  Pa.  St  816. 
Qmira,  White  v.  Polleys,  20  Wis.  508 ;  Searle  t7.  Chapman,  121  Mass.  19. 

s  Kelly  V.  DiU,  28  Minn.  435. 

*  Supra^  iZll  et  seq, ;  Pratt  v,  Topeka  Bank,  12  Kan.  570 ;  Dillon  v,  Byrne,  6  Cal. 
465 ;  Birrell  v,  Schie,  9  Cal.  104 ;  Austin  v.  Underwood,  87  HI.  441 ;  Wofford  v,  Gaines, 
68  Ga.  485 ;  Chase  r.  Abbott,  20  Iowa,  154.     Contra,  Harlev  v.  Davis,  16  Minn  487. 

305 
20 


§   3G0  UNPAID   PURCHASE-MONEY. 

but  not  for  the  balance.*  So,  under  the  statute  of  California, 
which,  in  defining  the  homestead  exemption,  protected  the  vend- 
or's lien  from  its  operation,  it  was  early  held  that  an  assignee  of 
a  note  given  for  purchase-money  would  succeed  to  the  rights  of 
the  vendor  in  this  regard,  and  that  such  assignee  did  not  waive 
this  right  by  making  an  additional  loan  to  the  purchaser,  cancel* 
ing  and  satisfying  of  record  the  old  mortgage,  and  taking  a  new 
one,  in  which  the  wife  did  not  join,  as  security  for  the  whole* 
But,  in  enforcing  such  a  mortgage,  the  homestead  would  be  sub- 
jected only  to  the  extent  of  the  unpaid  purchase-money ;  as  ta 
the  rest,  the  mortgagee  must  look  to  other  property  of  the  mort- 
gageor.' 

§  360.  Oontinned.  —  So  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has  held 
that  a  mere  change  of  securities  between  the  same  parties  does 
not  destroy  the  immunity  given  by  the  statute  to  the  vendor^ 

1  Pratt  V.  Topeka  Bank,  12  Kan.  670. 

*  Dillon  V.  Byrne,  6  Cal.  465.  The  following  is  the  reasoning  of  the  court,  Murray^ 
G.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion,  Heydenfeldt,  J.,  concurring:  *'The  statute  of  this  state 
exempts  the  homestead  from  forced  sale,  except  as  to  mechanic's,  laborer's,  or  vend* 
or's  liens,  or  mortgages  lawfully  obtained.  It  is  fUrther  provided  that  no  mortgage, 
sale,  or  alienation  of  said  land  shall  be  valid  except  the  same  is  signed  by  the  wife. 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that,  by  the  provisions  of  the  act  Just  quoted,  the  land  would 
be  liable  for  the  remainder  of  the  purchase-money,  no  matter  to  what  purpose  it 
might  be  devoted.  It  is  chaTged  with  a  debt  which  can  only  be  dischaiged  by  pay- 
ment, voluntary  relinquishment,  or  the  acceptance  of  some  new  or  other  security. 
Has  there  been  any  substitution  of  a  new  security,  or  any  act  of  the  plaintiff  tending 
to  show  a  relinquishment  of  his  claim  to  hold  the  land  subsequent  to  the  mortgage? 
I  think  not  The  additional  loan  and  the  new  mortgage  show  a  disposition  to  hold  the 
lot  for  the  debt,  and  in  point  of  law  the  execution  of  the  new,  and  the  satisfieustion  of  the 
old,  mortgage  may  be  regarded  as  simultaneous  acts.  A  court  of  equity  will  not  lend 
its  aid  to  do  an  injustice,  and  assist  a  party  in  escaping  from  a  just  liability  which  he  has 
contracted.  The  authorities  which  have  been  cited  in  relation  to  the  vendor's  lien 
have  no  application  in  this  case ;  the  rights  of  the  parties  before  us  grow  out  of  the 
statute.  Treating  the  mortgage  as  a  mere  security  for  the  purchase-money,  it  is  evi- 
dent that  the  debt  could  not  be  lost  by  the  acceptance  of  a  new  mortgage  intended  to 
supply  the  old  one  and  secure  the  same  debt.  We  are  of  opinion  that,  while  the  land 
was  chaigeable  for  the  purchase-money,  that  charge  could  not  be  evaded  by  the  exe- 
cution of  any  new  mortgage  designed  to  secure  the  debt.  But,  at  the  same  time,  we 
are  of  opinion  that  no  more  than  the  actual  amount  of  the  purchase-money  and  inter- 
est remaining  due  can  be  made  out  of  the  lot ;  and  that  for  the  excess  plaintiff  must 
proceed  on  his  other  security,  or  against  the  party,  but  not  against  the  homestead.'* 
The  doctrine  of  this  case  is  reaffirmed  in  Birrell  v.  Schie,  9  Cal.  104. 
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and  that  the  rule  is  the  same  where  the  Durchase-moiiev  has  been 
advanced  by  a  third  person,  under  such  circumstances  that  the 
statute  extends  to  him  the  same  immunity.  It  was  so  held  where 
a  third  person  had  advanced  money  to  purchase  land,  and  had 
taken  a  mortgage  on  this  land  as  his  security,  and  had  after- 
wards released  the  mortgage,  and  taken  security  under  a  deed  of 
trust,  covering  this  and  other  property.^  But  in  an  earlier  case 
in  that  state  A  had  purchased  land  of  B  on  a  credit,  executing 
his  notes  for  the  purchase-money,  and  B  had  sold  these  notes  to 
C,  and  C  had  adjusted  the  claim  with  A,  by  taking  a  note  to  him- 
self, which  he  had  assigned  to  D,  the  plaintiff  in  the  suit,  upon 
which  the  judgment  was  obtained.  It  was  held,  in  substance, 
that  the  new  note  did  not  carry  with  it  the  quality  of  a  note  for 
purchase-money  so  as  to  be  protected  by  the  statute.^  In 
Georgia,  where  a  promissory  note,  given  for  land  and  payable  to 
the  vendor  or  bearer y  passed  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person, 
and,  whilst  he  was  the  owner  thereof,  was  renewed  by  the  maker, 
and  the  new  note,  with  a  party  added  thereto  as  security,  was 
made  payable  to  the  holder  of  the  former  one,  this  was  held  not 
to  be  such  a  novation  of  the  original  contract  as  would  prevent 
the  homestead  laid  off  in  the  land  from  being  sold  to  satisfy  a 
judgment  founded  on  the  renewed  note.  **The  bearer"  with 
whom  the  new  contract  was  made  was  a  party  to  the  old  contract, 
and  the  renewed  note  was,  equally  with  the  former  one,  a  note 
for  the  purchase-money.* 

1  Austin  V.  Underwood,  87  BL  44L 

«  Phelps  V.  Conover,  26  lU.  814. 

»  Wofford  V.  Gaines,  68  Ga.  486.  "It  is  admitted,"  said  McCay,  X,  "that  if  the 
renewal  had  been  to  the  original  payee,  though  a  security  was  added,  there  would  have 
been  no  such  novation  as  made  a  new  contract.  But,  when  the  renewal  was  made,  the 
note  belonged  to  the  bearer,  and  the  question  is,  Did  the  renewal  to  him  alter  the 
case?  We  think  not  The  note  was  payable  to  him.  He  was  contracted  with  in 
terms  at  the  giving  of  the  note.  This  has  been  formally  held  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  the  United  States,  in  reference  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  courts,  in 
suits  brought  by  holders  of  notes  payable  to  bearer.  And  this  is  a  fair  view  of  the 
nature  of  such  a  contract.  The  maker,  in  terms,  contracts  to  pay  the  bearer.  When 
the  note  goes  into  the  han^  of  the  bearer,  he  is  the  party  to  it.  K  it  be  renewed,  it 
is  renewed  with  one  of  the  parties  to  it,  and  the  renewal  is  simply  a  contract  fixing  a 
new  day  as  to  the  same  matter,  and  with  no  new  or  different  consideration.  No  new 
party  to  whom  the  obligation  is  due  is  introduced.    We  think,  therefore,  that  this  was 
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§  361.  Continued.  —  But  in  Minnesota,  under  a  statute  cre- 
ating an  exemption  of  personal  property  except  in  actions  for  the 
purchase-money  thereof,  ^  where  the  seller  of  an  article,  exempt 
under  the  statute,  took  a  note  therefor,  which  he  indorsed  to  a 
third  person,  and  such  holder  obtained  judgment  thereon  against 
the  purchaser  of  the  goods  as  maker  and  against  the  seller  as 
indorser,  and  the  seller  paid  the  judgment  and  brought  an  action 
against  the  purchaser  for  the  amount  so  paid,  in  which  he  caused 
the  article  sold  to  be  seized  imder  an  attachment,  it  was  held  that 
this  second  action  could  not  be  regarded  as  an  action  for  the 
purchase-money,  and  that  the  purchaser  could,  hence,  hold  the 
article  as  exempt.  The  reasons  given  by  the  court  for  so  hold- 
ing were  that  the  purchaser's  contract  as  maker,  and  the  seller's 
as  indorser,  were  merged  in  the  judgment  obtained  by  the 
holder  as  a  superior  security.  The  court  said  that  when  the 
seller  paid  the  judgment  he  satisfied  and  extinguished  it,  but  he 
did  not  thereby  become  the  owner  of  it,  nor  the  owner  of  the 
note  or  of  the  original  indebtedness  evidenced  by  the  note.  But 
such  payment  conferred  upon  the  seller  a  right  of  action,  as  payee 
and  indorser,  against  the  purchaser,  the  maker,  as  in  assumpsit 
for  money  paid,  to  the  extent  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  the 
note,  and  not  for  the  purchaser's  original  indebtedness  for  the 
articles  sold,  which  had  lost  its  character  as  such  indebtedness 
and  become  merged  in  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  holder  of 
the  note.^    The  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  has  lately  decided 

no  such  novation  as  made  this  a  new  debt  not  in  existence  in  July,  1S6S,  at  the  adop- 
tion of  the  homestead  law."  In  a  late  case  in  Ohio  it  is  held  that  a  vendor's  lien  may 
be  enforced  by  a  judgment-creditor  of  the  vendor.  The  premises  in  question  were 
homestead.    Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24  Ohio  St.  402. 

1  Gen.  Stat  Minn.,  ch.  66,  H  269,  280. 

^  Harlev  v,  Davis,  16  Minn.  487.  I  have  thus  stated  the  reasoning  of  the  court  at 
length,  because  I  do  not  wish  to  be  thought  unfair  in  expressing  the  opinion  that  it  is 
wholly  destitute  of  force,  and  that  the  result  arrived  at  is  equally  destitute  of  justice. 
The  court  mistook  the  evidence  of  the  debt  for  the  debt  itself.  It  was  not  the  debt 
which  was  merged  in  the  judgment  obtained  by  the  holder  of  the  note,  but  it  was  the 
note  —  the  evidence  of  the  debt  This  note,  which  was  merely  a  security  for  a  debt, 
was,  in  the  language  of  the  courts  '*  merged  in  the  judgment  as  the  superior  security." 
It  was,  therefore,  merely  an  exchange  of  securities,  and  this,  as  already  seen,  does 
not  alter  the  character  of  the  debt  itself.  In  the  light  of  these  decisions,  the  reason 
given  by  the  court  seems  a  mere  subtlety,  which  resulted  in  defeating  the  express 
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that  a  transferee  of  a  note  given  for  the  purchase  price  of  the 
property  is  not  entitled  to  claim  that,  as  to  his  judgment  on  such 
note,  the  property,  though  otherwise  exempt,  is  liable  to  execu- 
tion by  virtue  of  the  exception  in  favor  of  purchase-price  claims. 
It  is  not  admissible,  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  a  case  within  this 
exception,  to  trace  the  original  consideration  through  successive 
changes  and  substitutions.^ 

B.  Consequences  which,  flow  from  Vendor* a  Preference  over  the  Homestead, 

§  362.  Wife  need  not  concur  in  Mortgage  to  secure  Pur- 
chase-money. -^  It  follows  that  a  mortgage  of  the  homestead  by 
the  husband,  the  wife  not  joining  therein,  which,  because  of  the 
non-concurrence  of  the  wife,  would  be  ineffectual  to  waive  the 
homestead  right  in  favor  of  an  ordinary  debt,  is  a  good  mortgage 
where  the  debt  secured  is  unpaid  purchase-money,  since,  as  to  a 
debt  of  this  kind,  there  is  no  homestead  exemption.^  Besides,  it  is 
said  that  such  a  mortgage  must  of  necessity  have  priority  over  the 
homestead  claim,  for  the  reason  that  such  a  claim  **  could  not  be 
made  until  after  the  purchase  was  effected  ; '  and,  if  executed  suih- 
seqitently  to  the  declaration  of  homestead,  it  would  be  held  by 
any  court  in  which  it  might  be  foreclosed,  upon  the  plainest 
principles  of  equity,  to  have  priority  over  the  homestead  claim, 
unless  the  court  was  prepared  to  hold  that  the  act  was  a  legisla- 
tive device  to  enable  purchasers  to  swindle  vendors."*  There 
is,  however,  an  ill-considered  case  in  Texas  holding  that,  where 
the  husband  executes  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money  of  the 
land,  his  wife  not  joining,  and  at  the  same  time  gives  personal  se- 

pTOYision  of  a  statute  which  was  framed  to  prevent  a  result  so  unconscionable  as  that 
the  purchaser  of  an  article  should  keep  and  enjoy  the  article  itself,  and  withhold  from 
the  seller  the  purchase-money.    See,  slso,  Perrin  v.  Sargent,  83  Yi.  84. 
1  Shepard  v.  Cross,  88  Mich.  96. 

*  Nichols  V.  Overacker,  16  Kan.  69 ;  Dillon  v.  Byrne,  5  Cal.  465 ;  Garr  v.  Caldwell, 
10  Cal.  886;  Peterson  r.  Homblower,  88  Cal.  275;  Hopper  v.  Parkinson,  5  Nev.  233; 
AmphleU  v.  Hihbaid,  29  Mich.  296;  Barnes  v.  Gay,  7  Iowa,  26;  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14 
Iowa,  488 ;  and  other  cases. 

*  Dictum  of  Rhodes,  J.,  in  Peterson  r.  Homblower,  88  Cal.  276 ;  so  held  in  Hopper 
V.  Parkinson,  5  Nev.  288,  288.  Compare  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  441 ;  Thurston  v. 
Maddocks,  6  Allen,  427. 

*  Khodes,  J.,  in  Peterson  v.  Homblower,  88  Cal.  276 ;  quoted  with  approbation  in 
Hopper  V.  Parkinson,  6  Nev.  288. 
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curity  therefor,  the  mortgage  yields  to  the  vendee's  right  of  home- 
stead.^ This  decision  the  court  attempts  to  support  by  the  familiar 
principle  that,  where  the  vendor  of  land  takes  personal  security 
from  the  vendee,  he  is  held  to  waive  his  vendor  '3  lien  —  a  sugges- 
tion which  is  without  force,  for  the  vendor's  preference  over  the 
homestead  does  not,  in  Texas,  depend  on  the  existence  of  a 
vendor's  lien,  but  is  declared  by  statute.  But,  if  it  did,  the  tak- 
ing of  a  mortgage  on  the  land  sold  clearly  negatives  an  intention 
on  the  part  of  the  vendor  to  waive  his  lien. 

§  363.  Hnsband's  Mortgsige  for  Purchase-money  and  other 
Indebtedness.-^  Where  a  husband  and  wife  executed  a  mortgage 
for  the  purchase-money  of  a  homestead,  and  also  to  secure  other 
indebtedness  not  privileged  as  against  the  homestead,  and  after- 
wards a  portion  of  the  mortgage  debt  was  paid  and  the  mortgage 
surrendered,  and  a  new  mortgage  for  the  balance  executed  by  the 
husband  alone^  it  was  held  that  the  mortgagee  could  enforce  his 
lien  against  the  homestead  for  so  much  of  the  indebtedness  as 
consisted  of  purchase-money  and  interest  thereon,  but  not  for  the 
balance.^  In  such  a  case,  under  the  Kansas  practice,  the  proper 
form  of  the  judgment  to  be  entered  is  said  to  be  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  the  mortgagee  for  the  full  amount  of  the  note,  with 
interest,  and  a  finding  as  to  what  amount  constitutes  purchase- 
money,  with  the  interest  thereon,  and  then  a  decree  that  such 
amount  is  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  premises.* 

§  364.   Wife's  Sole   Mortgragre   for   Purchase-money.  —  The 

converse  seems  also  time.  If  the  wife  purchases  property  in  her 
own  name,  and  executes  a  mortgage  for  the  purchase-money 
without  her  husband  joining,  it  will  be  a  good  mortgage.*  And 
where  a  married  woman,  having  a  separate  estate,  executed  a 
mortgage  thereon  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  $8,000 
loaned  to  her,  and  made  an  affidavit  on  the  back  of  the  mortgage 
that  the  money  was  to  be  used  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase- 
money  due  for  the  property,  and  it  appeared  that  the  money  was 

^  Cannon  v,  Bonner,  88  Texas,  487. 
<  Pratt  V.  Topeka  Bank,  12  Kan.  670. 
»  Ibid. 
*  Andrews  v,  Alcorn,  18  Kan.  859. 
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loaned  on  the  faith  of  that  sworn  statement,  it  was  held  that  she 
was  estopped  from  controverting  the  facts  stated  in  her  affidavit, 
on  an  application  for  homestead  exemption,  under  the  Georgia 
Homestead  Act  of  1868,  as  against  the  mortgagee.  **  To  allow 
her  to  claim  a  homestead  exemption  under  the  seventh  section  of 
the  act,  as  against  the  mortgagee,  would  be,  to  speak  in  the 
mildest  terms,  a  legal  fraud."  ^ 

§  365.  Hnsband  may  renoimce  Parchase,  or  buy  outstand- 
ing: Title.  —  It  results  from  the  foregoing  that  the  wife  cannot 
interfere  with  the  husband  in  arranging  for  the  payment  of  the 
purchase-money;  and  it  has  been  said  that  he  can,  if  he  sees 
proper  to  do  so,  renounce  and  surrender  the  land,  unless  his 
conduct  is  tainted  by  fraud.*  Or,  he  may  buy  in  an  outstanding 
title  to  the  homestead  premises  on  credit,  and  the  consideration 
agreed  to  be  paid  for  it  will  be  privileged  against  the  homestead 
as  purchase-money.  «'  The  design  of  the  framers  of  the  home- 
stead law,**  says  the  court,  **  manifestly  was  to  secure  a  home  to 
the  wife  and  children  of  the  debtor.  It  was  for  their  protection 
more  than  his.  But,  the  title  being  usually  vested  in  the  hus- 
band, he  must  be  treated  as  acting,  at  least  to  some  extent,  as 
their  trustee  for  the  protection  of  this  right,  which  has  been  cast 
by  the  law  upon  the  wife  and  children ;  and,  by  virtue  of  his 
relation  to  their  rights,  he  is  necessarily  vested  with  the  power 
to  perform  all  acts  necessary  to  secure  the  title,  and  thus  effectu- 
ate the  design  of  the  statute.     He  is,  therefore,  authorized,  when 

*  Lathrop  v.  Soldiers'  Loan  and  Building  Association,  45  Ghi.  483,  Warner,  0.  J. 

*  Burford  v,  Kosenfleld,  87  Texas,  46.  What  fraud  the  court  mean  by  the  above 
expression,  the  obscure  opinion  does  not  make  clear.  **  So  long  as  the  property  in 
controversy  remained  the  homestead  of  the  family,  it  could  not  be  sold  without  con- 
sent of  the  wife,  except  for  the  payment  of  th§  purchase-money/'  Walker,  J.,  in 
Morrill  V,  Hopkins,  86  Texas,  686.  In  the  same  state  it  has  been  held  that  an  adminis- 
trator who,  without  an  order  of  the  court,  discharges  a  vendor's  lien  on  property  set 
apart  to  the  children  of  the  deceased  as  a  homestead,  must  account  for  the  money  thus 
advanced ;  first,  because  it  could  not  be  seen  that  such  an  advance  was  "  beneficial  to 
the  estate,"  within  the  meaning  of  section  5706  of  Paschal's  Digest  of  Laws ;  and, 
second,  because  he  acted  without  authority  of  the  court  But  the  question  whether  a 
fUnd  belonging  to  general  creditors  could,  in  a  proper  proceeding,  be  diminished  in 
order  to  discharge  such  a  lien  was  held  not  presented  by  the  case.  Mullins  v.  Tar- 
borough,  44  Texas,  14. 
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necessary,  to  purchase  an  outstanding  title  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  the  enjoyment  of  the  right ;  and,  when  he  has  made  such 
a  j^urchase,  it  will  be  presumed  to  have  been  necessary ;  but  this 
presumption  may  be  rebutted  by  the  wife,  upon  showing  that  she 
or  her  husband  owned  the  paramount  title  when  the  outstanding 
title  was  acquired.  If  the  wife  shall  show  that  the  real  title  was 
so  held  at  the  time  the  outstanding  title  was  obtained,  then  the 
consideration  agreed  to  be  paid  will  not  be  regarded  as  purchase- 
money  so  as  to  subject  the  land  to  its  payment.  On  the  con- 
trary, if  the  wife  fail  to  show  that  the  paramount  title  was  already 
held,  then  it  must  be  considered  that  the  money  agreed  to  be 
paid  for  the  subsequently-acquired  title  is  purchase-money  within 
the  statute.  The  husband  being  the  head  of  the  family,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  he  acts  for  their  benefit  when  he  acquires  or 
perfects  a  title  to  the  homestead.  When  already  in  possession 
under  a  defective  title,  he  may,  with  or  without  the  consent  of 
the  wife,  acquire  an  outstanding  title  on  credit ;  dnd  the  husband 
cannot,  but  the  wife  may,  deny  that  it  was  paramount.  And,  until 
it  appears  that  such  a  title  was  not  acquired,  the  consideration 
agreed  to  be  paid  will  be  treated  as  purchase-money."  ^ 

§  366.  But  cannpt  chargre  Homestead  with  additional  Bur- 
dens.—  It  also  results  that,  when  the  property  purchased  has 
acquired  this  character,  it  is  not  competent  for  the  purchaser, 
without  consent  of  his  wife,  to  create  an  additional  charge  upon 
the  land  in  favor  of  the  vendor,  as  by  agreeing  to  pay  interest 
in  addition  to  the  purchase-money.* 

§  367.  Surety  on  Kote  for  Purchase-money.  —  Under  a  stat- 
ute exempting  certain  property  from  execution,  but  providing 
that  ''  such  exemption  shall  not  extend  to  any  execution  issued 
on  a  demand  for  the  purchase-money'*  of  such  property,*  it  has 
been  held  that,  if  A  purchases  a  horse  of  B,  and  gives  his  note 
therefor,  on  which  C  has  placed  his  name  as  surety,  the  liability 

1  CaBsell  V.  Boss,  88  ni.  257. 

«  McHendry  v.  Reilly,  18  CaL  76. 

•  Laws  N.  Y.  1842,  ch.  157,  {  1. 

312 


DEBTS   IN   REMOVING  INCUMBRANCES.  §  370 

of  C  is  not  a  liability  for  purchase-money,  and,  as  against  an 
execution  founded  thereon,  he  may  claim  his  exemption,  although 
A  cannot.^ 

§  368.  liien  for  Purehase-money  on  Liand  no  Effect  on 
Crop.  —  A  judgment  for  the  purchase-money  of  land,  where  the 
land  has  been  sold  for  its  satisfaction,  but  does  not  fully  discharge 
the  debt,  is  not  such  an  incumbrance  or  lien  on  the  o'op  made  on 
the  premises,  which  was  matured  and  gathered  before  the  levy 
on  the  land,  as  will  defeat  the  right  of  the  family  of  the  vendee 
to  the  crop  as  an  exemption,  under  the  homestead  and  exemption 
law  of  Georgia.* 

ARTICLE  v. — Debts  oontbactbd  m  bemovino  Incttmbrances. 

§  370.   Constmctlon  of  Provision  in  Gtoorgria  Constitution.  — 

The  Constitution  of  Georgia,  adopted  in  1868, •  and  the  home- 
stead law  of  that  state  founded  thereon,*  after  defining  the  home- 
stead exemption,  provide  that  "  no  ministerial  officer  within 
this  state  shall  ever  have  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  enforce  any 
judgment,  decree,  or  execution  against  said  property  so  set 
apart  —  including  such  improvements  as  may  be  made  thereon 
from  time  to  time  —  except  for  taxes,  money  borrowed  and  ex- 
pended in  the  improvement  of  the  homestead,  or  for  purchase- 
money  of  the  same,  and  for  labor  done  thereon  or  material 
furnished  therefor,  or  removal  of  incumbrances  thereon.^*  Not- 
withstanding this  plain  and  unequivocal  language,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  that  state  started  out  by  holding  that  this  ordinance  and 
statute  cut  up  by  the  roots  mortgages  placed  on  the  property 
prior  to  its  passage,  unless  such  mortgages  were  given  for  unpaid 
purchase-money  —  holding  that  ordinary  mortgages  were  not 
within  any  of  the  above  exceptions,  although  they  had  pre- 
viously passed  to  judgment  of  foreclosure.*    This  extraordinary 

»  Davia  v,  Peabody,  10  Barb.  91. 
'  Johnson  v.  Holmes,  49  Ga.  S65. 
»  Art  7,  J  1 ;  Code  Ga.  1878,  J  61S5. 

*  Code  Ga.  1878,  {  2002. 

*  Chambliss  v.  Phelps,  89  Ga.  886.  Warner,  J.,  dissented,  holding  that  a  mortgage 
other  than  for  purchase-money  was  an  '*  incumbrance"  under  the  statute,  which  the 
debtor  was  bound  to  discharge  before  he  would  be  entitled  to  his  homestead. 
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doctrine  was  overthrown,  as  we  have  already  seen,  by  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  the  United  States,  in  Gunn  r.  Barry .^  So  that 
Chambliss  v,  Phelps  continues  to  have  importance  only  as  deter- 
mining that  a  mortgage  not  given  for  purchase-money,  or  other 
privileged  debt,  is  not  within  the  exception  concerning  the  re- 
moval of  incumbrances.  But,  while  thus  holding  that  a  preex- 
isting mortgage  which  had  passed  into  judgment  was  not  privi- 
leged as  against  the  homestead,  the  court  at  the  same  time  held 
that  a  debt  contracted  in  paying  off  such  a  mortgage  would  be  * — 
wliich,  at  first  blush,  seems  absurd  ;  but,  of  course,  if  the  incum- 
brance so  removed  had  been  superior  to  the  right  of  homestead 
at  the  time  when  it  was  removed^  a  debt  incurred  in  its  removal 
would  necessarily  be  privileged ;  and  in  a  subsequent  case  the 
court  so  ruled.*  Upon  this  ground  the  judgment  in  the  former 
case  seems  reasonable ;  for  the  debt  was  contracted  in  1859,  in 
discharging  an  incumbrance  which  bound  the  homestead  by  the 
law  as  it  then  stood,  and  under  which  the  homestead  was  about 
to  be  sold.  So,  in  the  second  case,  the  mortgage  was  given  to 
discharge  a  prior  mortgage  which  bound  the  homestead,  namely, 
a  mortgage  for  purchase-money.  At  length  the  court,  in  another 
case,  succeeded  in  reaching  the  manifest  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision,  by  declaring  that  *Mt  means  an  incumbrance, 
not  in  name,  but  fact ;  an  incumbrance  which,  unless  removed, 
would  sell  the  homestead,'*  * 


ARTICLE  VI. — LiEKB  fob  the  Cbeatiok,  Improveheitt,  and  Pres- 
ervation OF  THE  Property  —  MscHAiao's,  Furnisher's,  Land- 
lord's, AND  Laborer's  Preferences. 

§  372.  Reason  and  Policy  of  excepting:  Mechanic's  liienSy 
etc.  —  Under  various  homestead  and  exemption  laws,  debts  con- 
tracted in  creating,  improving,  or  preserving  homestead  or  other 

»  15  WaU.  610. 

<  Kelly  t?.  Stepbens,  89  Ga.  466. 

s  Hawks  V.  Hawks,  46  Ga.  204. 

*  Griffin  V.  Treutlen,  48  Ga.  148.  "  The  stream,"  said  the  court  in  this  case,  "  cannot 
rise  higher  than  the  fountain.  It  would  seem  to  be  absurd  to  say  that,  if  a  debt  exist 
which  is  not  a  good  incumbrance  on  the  homestead,  a  debt  contracted  to  pay  that 
shall  be  a  good  incumbrance." 
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exempt  property  —  as  where  the  demand  is  upon  a  mechanic's, 
laborer's,  or  furnisher's  lien  for  work  done  or  materials  fur- 
iiished — are  privileged.^  The  benevolent  policy  which  has  mani- 
fested itself  in  the  enacting  of  laws  exempting  from  execution  in 
the  hands  of  poor  debtors  certain  necessary  aiticles  of  personal 
property,  has  excepted  from  the  operation  of  such  laws  debts  due 
for  the  hire  of  clerks,  mechanics,  laborers,  and  servants.'  Leav- 
ing out  of  view  this  privilege  accorded  to  laborers  in  favor  of 
their  wages,  it  is  obvious  that  the  former  class  of  liens  is  essen- 
tially the  same  as  liens  for  purchase-money,  and  ought  to  be 
governed  by  the  same  principles.  There  is  no  difference  what- 
ever, in  substance,  between  a  debt  due  to  A,  who  has  provided 
me  with  the  land  on  which  I  have  erected  my  dwelling,  and  a 

*  Alabama — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemptions,  Code  1876,  {  2822. 
Arizona — As  to  homestead,  Gomp.  Laws  1871,  ch.  87,  {  2.  Arkansas — As  to  home- 
stead, Stat  1874,  ch.  66,  {  2625.  California— As  to  homestead,  Civil  Code,  839,  { 1241. 
Dakota — As  to  homestead,  Bev.  Code  1877,  p.  188,  {  4.  Georgia  ~  As  to  homestead, 
and  also  for  money  borrowed  and  expended  in  the  improvement  of  the  homestead. 
Code  1873,  {  2002.  niinois — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemptions, 
Bev.  Stat  1877,  ch.  62,  J  3.  Indiana— As  to  homestead,  2  Stat  1876,  ch.  11,  {  4. 
Iowa — As  to  homestead.  Code  1873,  {  1991.  Kansas — As  to  homestead.  Gen.  Stat 
1868,  ch.  88,  2  1 ;  Const,  art  15,  {  9.  Mune— As  to  homestead.  Rev.  Stat  1871,  ch. 
81,  2  68.  Minnesota — As  to  homestead,  1  Biss.  Stat  at  Laige,  ch.  32,  title  5,  2  166. 
Mississippi — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemptions,  Bev.  Code  1871, 
2  2142.  Montana — As  to  homestead.  Laws  1872,  p.  84,  2  262.  New  Hampshire — As 
to  homestead,  G^n.  Stat  1867,  ch.  124,  2  18.  Nevada — As  to  homestead,  1  Comp. 
Laws  1878,  p.  61,  2  187.  North  Carolina — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property 
exemptions.  Battle's  Bev.  1873,  ch.  55,  2  1*  South  Carolina — As  to  homestead.  Const 
1868,  art  2,  2  82.  Tennessee— As  to  homestead,  1  Stat  1871,  2  2114  a.  Texas— As 
to  homestead.  Const,  art  12,  2  15*  Vermont — As  to  homestead,  G^n.  Stat  1862 
(App.  1870),  ch.  68,  2  18.  Virginia — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property  exemp- 
tions, Code  1873,  ch.  183,  2  !•  Wisconsin— As  to  homestead,  2  Bev.  Stat  1871,  p. 
1549,  2  24.  As  to  the  enforcement  of  such  a  lien,  see  Murray  v.  Bapley,  30  Ark.  568. 
In  case  of  double-house  erected  on  adjoining  lots,  see  Edwards  v.  Edwards,  24  Ohio 
St  402. 

'  Arkansas — As  to  homestead;  ''for  labor  performed  for  the  owner  thereof,"  Stat 
1874,  ch.  66,  2  2626.  Illinois — As  to  personal  property,  "when  the  debt  or  judgment 
is  for  the  wages  of  any  laborer  or  servant,"  Bev.  Stat  1877,  ch.  62,  2  16.  Kansas — 
As  to  personal  property,  "for  the  wages  of  any  clerk,  mechanic,  laborer,  or  servant," 
Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  38,  2  6.  Nebraska — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property. 
Gen.  Stat  1873,  ch.  67,  2  622.  New  York — As  to  personal  property ;  **  for  work  and 
labor  performed  in  a  family  as  a  domestic,"  4  Stat  at  Large,  2d  ed.,  ch.  107,  p.  636. 
West  Virginia — As  to  personal  property;  "labor  performed  in  a  family  as  a  domes- 
tic," Code  1868,  ch.  41,  2  28.  Dakota — As  to  personal  property ;  claim  "for  laborer's 
or  mechanic's  wages,"  Bev.  Code  1877,  p.  670,  2  332. 
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debt  due  to  B,  who  has  furnished  the  materials  to  build  it,  and  a 
debt  due  to  C,  whose  labor  has  built  it.  If,  then,  the  courts,  on 
general  principles  of  equity,  are  prepared  to  say  that  they  will 
not  permit  me  to  enjoy  a  homestead  exemption  as  against  A 
until  I  have  paid  him  for  the  property,^  they  ought,  upon  the 
same  principles,  to  say  that  I  shall  not  be  permitted  to  hold  my 
dwelling  exempt  as  against  B  and  C  until  1  have  paid  them  for 
erecting  it. 

§  373.  A  contrary  Policy  In  Minnesota. — But  this  question 
was  presented  in  Minnesota,  in  the  absence  of  a  statute  creating, 
as  against  the  homestead  exemption,  any  reservation  in  favor  of 
mechanics  and  material-men ;  and  the  court  held  otherwise,  on 
the  ground  that  **the  purchase  of  materials  to  be  used  in  the 
erection  or  repairing  of  a  house,  on  land  claimed  and  occupied 
as  a  homestead,  cannot  be  considered  as  a  waiver  of  the  home- 
stead right  secured  by  the  statute ; ' '  and  that  the  debt  due  the  me- 
chanic was  not  a  part  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  homestead 
property.  It  was  *'  no  more  a  part  of  the  purchase-money  than 
the  price  of  a  fruit-tree  or  fence-post  used  in  the  improvement  of 
the  property  would  be."  '  Soon  after  the  decision  in  the  former 
case  the  Legislature  of  Minnesota  passed  an  amendment  to  their 
Homestead  Exemption  Act,  reading  as  follows :  **  Such  exemption 
shall  not  extend  to  any  contract  for  a  lien,  or  upon  which  a  lien 
would  arise  under  the  lien  laws  of  this  state,  for  work  done  or 
material  furnished  in  the  erection  or  repair  of  a  dwelling-house, 
or  other  building,  on  said  land.'"  Nothing,  it  should  seem, 
could  be  wanting  to  make  plain  the  meaning  of  this  statute. 
The  purpose  of  the  Legislature  undoubtedly  was  to  repeal  the 
rule  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  in  Cogel  v.  Mickow,  and  to 
provide  that,  in  a  case  where  a  mechanic  or  material-man  would 
otherwise,  under  existing  laws,  be  entitled  to  a  lien,  he  should 
not  be  deprived  of  it  under  the  plea  of  homestead  exemption. 


^  Farmer  v,  Simpson,  6  Texas,  803 ;  Stone  v,  Darnell,  20  Texas,  14 ;  Shepherd  v, 
"White,  11  Texas,  846 ;  Barnes  v.  Gay,  7  Iowa,  26 ;  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  488 ;  Bur- 
nap  V.  Cook,  16  Iowa,  149 ;  Cole  v.  Gill,  14  Iowa,  527 ;  Skinner  v.  Beatty,  16  Cal.  156. 

^  Cogel  V,  Mickow,  11  Minn.  478;  Smith  v.  Lackor,  28  Minn.  454. 

>  Minn.  Laws  1869,  ch.  26. 
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And,  as  it  5s  in  the  highest  degree  inequitable  that  a  man  who 
has  built  the  house  of  another,  or  furnished  materials  to  build  it, 
should  be  denied  payment  therefor,  while  the  debtor  is  permitted 
to  retain  and  enjoy  the  specific  article  which  his  creditor's  labor  or 
money  has  created,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  upon  what  ground 
a  court  could  refuse  to  give  effect  to  such  a  statute.  But  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  Minnesota  did  refuse  to  give  effect  to  it,  upon  the 
novel  ground  that,  in  the  particular  case,  there  had  been  no 
express  contract  for  a  lien ;  that  a  mechanic's  lien  is  a  creature  of 
statute  merely ;  that  a  mere  contract  for  the  purchase  of  certain 
materials  to  be  used  in  the  erection  of  a  building  is  not  **  a  con- 
tract for  a  lien"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  nor  one 
**  under  which  a  lien  would  arise  under  the  laws  of  this  state  ;  " 
and  that,  if  the  law  were  susceptible  of  the  contrary  construction, 
it  would  be  unconstitutional.^  But,  if  the  property  on  which  the 
building  was  erected  was  not  a  homestead  at  the  time  when  the 
lien  of  the  mechanic  or  material-man  attached,  the  fact  that  it 
became  such  after  the  lien  attached  would  not  deprive  the  claimant 
of  hi9  lien.' 

§  374.  Power  of  Hnsband  to  cbarge  Homestead  for  Im- 
provements.— In  those  states  where  the  statutes  forbid  the  alien- 
ation or  incumbering  of  the  homestead  except  with  the  consent 
of  the  wife,  expressed  by  deed  formally  acknowledged,  there  is 
some  ground  for  the  conclusion  that  the  husband  cannot  charge 
it  with  the  costs  of  improvements  without  the  consent  of  the  wife, 
expressed  with  equal  formality.  It  seems  a  sound  view  that 
what  a  statute  prohibits  a  man  from  doing  directly  the  courts 
will  not  by  construction  permit  him  to  do  indirectly ;  and  if  the 
husband  could,  without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  charge  the  family 
homestead  for  improvements,  an  improvident  husband  could 
easily  make  this  right  the  means  of  alienating  it  altogether. 
**  Improvements,  worthless  to  the  family,  might  become  an  assur- 
ance of  title  as  effectual  as  a  deed  properly  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged ;   or  their  very  poverty,  the  strongest  reason  why  the 

1  Coleman  v,  BaUandi,  22  Miim.  144 ;  ante,  {  16. 

2  Tuttle  r.  Howe,  14  Minn.  145 ;  Fotshuisky  v.  Erempkan,  26  Texas,  809 ;  Pope  v. 
Graham,  44  Texas,  198. 
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family  should  be  secured  the  small  pittance  allowed  them  by  law, 
might  occasion  its  loss  ;  or  the  husband,  by  whose  wrongful  con- 
nivance the  occupant  had  entered,  might  withhold  the  means  of 
compensating  for  them,  and  thus  give  effect  to  his  original 
wrong."  ^  In  accordance  with  this  view,  where  the  husband, 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  entered  into  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  a  poi-tion  of  their  homestead  premises,  and  put  the 
purchaser  into  possession  thereunder,  and  the  purchaser  made 
valuable  improvements  thereon,  and  the  husband  brought  an 
action  and  recovered  judgment  for  the  premises  on  the  ground 
that  they  were  a  part  of  the  homestead,  the  court  at  the  same 
time  giving  judgment  in  favor  of  the  purchaser  on  a  plea  in 
reconvention  for  the  value  of  the  improvements,  it  was  held  error 
to  withhold  a  writ  of  possession  until  such  judgment  should  be 
paid.*  So,  in  Iowa,  the  fact  that  a  judgment  was  for  work  and 
materials  upon  the  homestead  of  the  defendant  would  not  make 
it  liable  to  sale  therefor,  except  as  for  a  mechanic's  lien,  enforced 
as  such,  in  the  manner  provided  by  statute.^ 

§  375.  Meaning  of  the  Term  *<  Improvement."  —  What  is  an 
"  improvement y**  within  the  meaning  of  statutes  of  this  descrip- 
tion? Something,  it  seems,  having  the  character  of  a  fixture. 
Under  a  constitutional  provision  creating  a  homestead  exemption, 
but  excepting  from  its  operation  **  obligations  contracted  for  the 
erection  of  improvements  thereon,"  *  it  was  held  that  a  debt  con- 
tracted for  a  portable  engine,  purchased  by  two  pai-tners  and 
used  on  the  land  claimed  as  exempt,  to  supply  motive  power  for 
a  cotton-gin  —  one  of  the  partners  having  uo  interest  in  the  land, 
and  the  other  being  a  tenant  in  common  thereof  with  his  sister  — 
was  not  privileged,  because  the  engine  was  not  apart  of  the  free- 
hold, but  personalty,  and  subject  to  the  partnership  debts. 
Nothing,  it  seems,  can  be  deemed  an  improvement,  within  the 
meaning  of  such  a  provision,  that  is  not  attached  to  the  freehold 
as  a  fixture."* 

1  Eckhardt  v,  Schlecht,  29  Texas,  129,  184. 

«  Ibid, 

«  Delavan  v.  Pratt,  19  Iowa,  429,  482. 

*  Const  Ark.  1868,  art.  12,  {  8. 

»  Greenwood  v,  Maddoi,  27  Ark.  660. 
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§  376.  Factor's  liien  In  Georgia.  —  Under  a  statute  in  Geor- 
gia,^ ^^  factors^  merchants,  landlords,  dealers  in  fertilizers,  and  all 
other  persons  furnishing  supplies,  money,  farming  utensils,  or 
other  articles  of  necessity  to  make  crops,**  have  the  right,  by 
written  contract,  **.to  secure  themselves  from  the  crops  of  the 
year  in  which  such  things  are  done  or  furnished.'*  The  liens 
thus  created  are  declared  to  be  superior  in  rank  to  all  other  liensy 
except  liens  for  taxes,  the  general  and  special  liens  of  laborers, 
and  the  special  liens  of  landlords,  to  which  they  shall  be  inferior. 
Recollecting  that  the  doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Georgia 
is  that  the  homestead  —  in  which  term  the  personal  property 
exemption  is,  in  that  state,  loosely  included  —  is  in  the  nature 
of  an  incumbrance  upon  the  estate,  we  are  prepared  for  the 
conclusion  that  the  **  factor's  lien"  created  by  this  statute  takes 
precedence  of  any  exemption  to  which  the  family  may  be  entitled 
under  the  exemption  law.  The  Georgia  court,  however,  places 
this  conclusion  upon  the  more  refined  ground  that  supplies  fur- 
nished by  a  factor  or  merchant  to  a  planter,  to  enable  him  to 
make  a  crop,  are  in  the  nature  of  **  materials  furnished  therefor," 
which  constitutes  one  of  the  exceptions  named  in  that  section  of 
the  Constitution  of  Georgia*  which  guarantees  a  homestead 
exemption;  or,  in  the  nature  of  purchase-money — another  ex- 
ception.* 

§  377.  Liandlord's  lilen.  —  In  Georgia  a  landlord* 8  lien  for 
rent  is  superior  to  any  exemption  which  may  be  claimed  by  the 
tenant  or  his  wife  out  of  the  crop  grown  on  the  demised  premises, 
or  out  of  its  proceeds  when  sold.*    The  reason  given  for  this  rule 

»  Rev.  Code  1878,  J  1978. 

«  Const  Ga.  1868,  art.  7,  {  1 ;  Code  Ga.  1878,  p.  925,  {  6186. 

"  Tift  V.  NewBom,  44  Ga.  600.  "A  homestead  of  realty,"  said  Montgomery,  J.,  "is 
certainly  liable  for  '  money  borrowed  and  expended  in  the  improvement  of  the  home- 
stead,' and  *for  labor  done  thereon,'  and  *  material  furnished  therefor,'  and  'for  the 
purchase>money  of  the  same.'  Upon  what  better  foundation  does  the  exemption  of 
personalty  rest?  None  is  perceived.  If  none  exists,  it  follows  that  it  must  be  liable 
for  the  'material  ftimished  therefor.'  And,  certainly,  provisions  furnished  to  make 
the  crop  may  be  well  considered  as  of  this  last^mentioned  class.  The  money  expended 
in  the  purchase  of  such  provisions  not  only  vests  the  title  to  the  crop  in  the  planter,  but 
actually  creates  the  crop.  It  may  at  least  be  said  to  be  in  the  naturo  of  purchase- 
money." 

*  Davis  V.  Meyers,  41  Ga.  95;  Taliaferro  v.  Pry,  41  Ga.  622;  HarreU  t^.  Fagan,  48 
Ga.  889. 
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is  that  •*  neither  tfie  crop  nor  the  money  for  which  it  is  sold  is 
legally  or  equitably  the  property  of  the  tenant  until  the  rent  is 
paid,"  and  because  <<  the  landlord  may  follow  either  till  his  claim 
is  satisfied."  *  <<  It  would  be  manifestly  unjust,  and  violative  of 
the  rules  of  law,  to  permit  parties  to  use  the  property  of  another, 
under  a  contract  for  rent,  and  then  claim  the  proceeds,  in  kind 
or  in  cash,  otherwise  invested,  without  first  settling  with  the 
landlord  for  the  use  and  occupancy  of  his  property." '  The  rent 
is  said  to  be  in  the  nature  of  the  purchase-^noney  of  the  crop,  and, 
therefore,  included  in  the  exception  of  the  Constitution.'  In  South 
Carolina  there  is  a  statute  exempting  from  execution,  to  every 
person  *'  not  being  the  head  of  a  family,"  one-third  of  the  yearly 
products  or  earnings  of  the  land  cultivated  by  him.  It  was  in- 
tended as  an  exemption  in  lieu  of  homestead  to  laborers  without 
families.  It  does  not  apply  to  **  an  obligation  contracted  in  the 
production  of  the  crop,"  and,  hence,  cannot  be  asserted  against 
a  demand  for  rent.*  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  creating  such  a 
preference,  a  demand  for  rent  in  arrear  occupies,  with  reference 
to  a  statute  of  exemptions,  the  same  footing  as  any  other  debt, 
and  yields  to  the  exemption  accorded  to  the  debtor.*  In  Arkan- 
sas the  rights  of  a  landlord  against  his  tenant  do  not  attach,  as 
against  a  debtor  of  the  tenant,  so  as  to  deprive  him  of  the  benefit 
of  the  exemption  conferred  by  the  Constitution.* 

§  378.   liiabilily  of  Profits  of  Homestead  for  Necessaries.  — 

A  statute  of  Georgia  provides  that  *'  all  prodnce,  rents,  or  profits 
arising  from  homesteads  in  this  state  shall  be  for  the  support 
and  education  of  the  families  claiming  said  homesteads,  and  said 
produce,  rents,  or  profits  as  aforesaid  shall  be  exempt  from  levy 
and  sale  except  as  is  provided  for  in  the  Constitution,  and  except 
for  stock,  provisions,  and  other  articles  used  in  making  the  crop, 
necessaries  for  the  family y  medical  services,  and  tuition  for  edu- 
cation." ^    It  has  been  held  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  that* state 

Davis  V.  Heyen,  «upra,  Brown,  0.  J. 

Taliaferro  v.  Pry,  aupra,  Lochrane,  C.  J. 

HarreU  v,  Fagan,  48  Ga.  889;  Ck>DBt.  Ga.,  art  7,  {  1 ;  Code  Ga.  1873,  22  6135,  20Q2. 

Prince  v,  Nance,  7  8.  0.  861. 

Mason  v.  O'BrLen,  42  Miss.  428. 

Swope  V.  Boss,  29  Ark.  870. 

Ga.  Acts,  1869,  p.  24 ;  Code  Ga.  1878,  {  2026. 

320 


JUDGMENTS   IN   ACTIONS   EX   DELICTO.  §  380 

that  the  rent  of  a  house  and  lot  wholly  disconnected  from  the 
homestead  is  not  one  of  the  exceptions  mentioned  in  that  act,  for 
which  the  produce,  rents,  and  profits  of  the  homestead  is  liable. 
The  term  **  necessaries,"  as  there  used,  refers  to  such  as  have 
been  furnished  to  the  family  in  connection  with  the  enjoyment  of 
the  homestead  property — such  as  were  necessary  for  them  in  the 
cultivation  of  the  crops  raised  thereon,  and  for  the  support  of  the 
family  whilst  cultivating  such  crops .^ 

§  379.  Iiaborer'8  Wagres.  —  The  homestead  and  exemption 
laws  of  many  of  the  states  expressly  except  from  their  operation 
the  wages  due  to  laborers  and  artisans.  What  employments 
bring  those  who  pursue  them  within  the  description  of  laborers, 
mechanics,  or  artisans  is  more  fully  considered  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  this  work,  where  special  exemptions  of  chattels  accorded 
to  such  persons  are  discussed.^  The  homestead  law  of  New 
Hampshire  excepts  from  its  operation  •*  any  claim  for  labor  less 
than  one  hundred  dollars."  The  Supreme  Court  of  that  state 
has  held,  after  a  useful  discussion,  embracing  a  consideration 
of  a  number  of  analogous  cases,  that  the  professional  services  of 
a  physician  do  not  constitute  a  claim  for  labor,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  this  exception.'  It  has  been  held  in  Kansas,  under  a 
similar  statute,  that  the  finding  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  in  a 
suit  before  him  where  there  was  a  bill  of  particulars,  that  the 
demand  was  for  laborer's  wages,  was  as  conclusive  as  his  finding 
of  the  amount  due.* 


ARTICLE  vn.  —  Judgments  in  Actions  ex  Delicto. 

$  380.  Statutory  Provisions.  —  Some  of  the  homestead  and 
exemption  laws  expressly  limit  their  protection  to  cases  where 
the  cause  of  action  springs  out  of  a  contract.^    In  defining  the 

1  Huffv.  Bournell,  48  Ga.  888. 

*  Post,i790et$eq. 

»  Weymouth  v,  Sanborn,  48  N.  H.  171, 

*  Keed  v.  Umbarger,  11  Kan.  206. 

^  The  Pennsylvania  act  of  1849  contained  such  a  provision,  and  it  was  held  that  it 
repealed  prior  statutes.  Kenyon  v,  Gould,  61  Pa.  St  292 ;  Lane  d.  Baker,  2  Grant 
Caa.  424;  Edwards  v.  Mahon,  6  Phila.  Bep.  581.    In  that  state  a  constable  is  not  en- 
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nature  of  the  demands  against  which  the  exemption  created  is  to 
operate,  statutes  frequently  use  such  expreissions  as  *'  debts  con- 
tracted/* ^  or  ''  any  debt  contracted/*  or  "  any  debt  or  liability 
contracted,"  after  a  date  named.  Moreover,  some  of  these  laws 
expressly  except  from  their  operation  demands  for  torts  commits 
ted  for  which  damages  are  recoverable,  or  for  costs  awarded  in 
such  actions.^ 

§  381.  Constmction  of  these  Statutes  —  Trespass — Slan- 
der—  Assault  and  Battery.  —  A  statute  the  benefits  of  which 
were  limited  to  **  any  debt  growing  out  of,  or  founded  upon,  a 
contract,  express  or  implied,**'  did  not,  of  course,  protect  the 
property  of  a  defendant  against  whom  a  judgment  was  had  in  an 
action  for  slander.*  But  an  action  on  an  implied  contract  for  use 
and  occupation  of  land*  sounded  in  contract,  and  not  in  tort, 
and  was,  therefore,  within  the  class  of  actions  in  which,  under  this 
statute,  the  exemption  was  allowed.*  But  it  was  held  in  Illinois 
that  a  homestead  could  not  be  sold  under  execution  issued  on  a 
judgment  for  slander,  although  it  was  admitted  by  the  court  that 
such  a  case  did  not  fall  within  the  exact  terms  of  their  Home- 
stead Act.  That  statute^  limited  the  exemption  to  **  debts  con- 
tracted" from  and  after  a  given  date.  But  subsequently  an 
amendatory  act  was  passed,  relating  to  conveyances  of  the  home- 
stead, which  recited  that  it  was  **  the  intent  and  object  of  this 

titled  to  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  laws,  on  an  execution  issued  against  him  on  a 
judgment  in  an  action  on  his  official  bond  for  a  violation  of  his  official  duty.    Kirk- 
Patrick  v.  "White,  29  Pa.  St.  176. 
>  Stat  HI.  February  11,  1861. 

•  Delaware — Personal  property  not  exempt  "upon  execution  or  judgment  recov- 
ered in  any  action  of  trespass  vi  et  armis"  Bev.  Code  1852,  ch.  Ill,  {  2.  Nebraska — 
"For  money  due  and  owing  by  an  attorney  at  law ;  for  money  or  other  valuable  con- 
sideration received  by  said  attorney  for  any  person  or  persons,"  Gten.  Stat.  1878,  ch. 
57,  J  531.  Vermont — For  damages  and  costs  recovered  for  neglect  of  owner  to 
build  division-fence  between  the  homestead  and  adjoining  property,  Gen.  Stat  18d2 
(App.  1870),  ch.  68,  title  22,  {  18.  Virginia — "For  liabilities  incurred  by  any  pub- 
lic officer  or  officer  of  a  court,  or  any  fiduciary,  or  any  attorney  at  law,  for  money 
collected."    Code  1873,  ch.  188,  {  15. 

»  2  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1852,  p.  837. 

•  State  V,  Melogue,  9  Ind.  196. 

'  Crane  ©.  Waggoner,  27  Ind.  62. 

•  Ibid,,  88  Ind.  88,  86. 

»  Act  February  11,  1861 ;  Stat  Dl.  1858,  p.  576,  {  1. 
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act  to  require,  in  all  cases,  the  signature  and  acknowledgment  ( f 
the  wife  as  conditions  to  the  alienation  of  the  homestead."  It 
was  by  construing  these  two  statutes  together  that  the  court 
reached  this  conclusion  —  a  conclusion  which,  though  humane, 
and  possibly  beneficial  to  society,  seems  unwarranted  by  the  terms 
of  the  stiitute.^  But,  where  the  protection  of  the  statute  was 
extended  to'*  any  debt  or  liability  contracted"  after  a  given 
date,^  this  was  held  to  include  a  judgment  for  damages  for  an 
assault  and  battery  committed  after  the  prescribed  date ;  for  the 
word  ''liability,"  used  in  conjunction  with  the  word  "debt," 
was  broad  enough  to  include  all  claims,  whether  founded  upon 
tort  or  contract.'  The  Constitution  of  North  Carolina  adopted 
in  1868  created  an  exemption  of  personal  property  and  of  a 
homestead  "  from  sale  under  execution  or  other  final  process  of 
any  coui-t,  issued  for  the  collection  of  any  debt,''  *  This,  it  was 
held,  protected  a  homestead  from  forced  sale  where  the  judgment 
was  recovered  in  an  action  for  slander.* 

*  Conroy  v,  Sullivan,  44  HI.  461.  "The  judgment,"  said  Lawrence,  J.,  "in  this 
case  was  not  strictly  a  '  debt  contracted.'  But  the  law  of  1857  declared  it  to  be  the 
object  of  the  Legislature  to  prevent  the  alienation  of  the  homestead  in  any  case  except 
by  the  consent  of  the  wife.  In  the  light  of  both  these  laws  this  court  has  constantly 
held  that  it  was  the  evident  intent  of  the  Legislature  to  protect  the  homestead  as  a 
shelter  for  the  wife  and  children,  independently  of  any  acts  of  the  husband.  He  can- 
not deprive  them  of  their  right  to  it  without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  either  by  his  con- 
tracts or  his  torts.  There  is  no  more  reason,  so  far  as  the  wife  is  concerned,  for  per- 
mitting it  to  be  sold  for  the  husband's  tort  than  for  his  violation  of  a  contract,  and  it 
is  the  evident  policy  of  the  law  to  forbid  its  being  sold  under  a  judgment  and  execu- 
tion in  either  case." 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Wis.  1868,  p.  786,  |  28. 
»  Smith  V.  Omans,  17  Wis.  895. 

*  Const  N.  C.  1868,  art  10,  ||  1,  2. 

*  Bellinger  v.  Tweed,  66  N.  C.  206.  This  judgment  was  concurred  in  by  Reade, 
Dick,  and  Boyden,  JJ. ;  Pearson,  C.  J.,  and  Rodman,  J.,  dissenting.  Reade,  J.,  in 
delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court,  said :  "  Against  this  view  it  is  objected  that  the 
words  used  are  '  any  debt,'  and  that  debt  is  necessarily  founded  on  a  contract  And, 
therefore,  while  the  homestead  cannot  be  sold  under  execution  at  all,  yet  it  may  be  sold 
under  an  execution  obtained  on  a  tort  or  on  damages.  To  this  it  is  answered  that,  if 
the  language  of  the  Constitution  is  to  be  imderstood  in  the  technical  sense  of  the  term 
used,  then  there  is  no  homestead  exemption  at  all ;  for  it  was  never  known  that  an 
execution  issued  or  was  obtained  upon  a  debt  or  upon  a  contract,  or  upon  a  tort,  or 
upon  damages.  An  execution  in  all  cases  issues  or  is  obtained  upon  a  judgment.  So 
that,  instead  of  reading  the  Constitution  as  it  is,  *  shall  be  exempted  from  sale  under 
execution  or  other  final  process  obtained  on  any  debt,'  we  must  read  it,  as  it  must 
necessarily  mean  to  make  sense,  *  shall  be  exempted  from  sale  under  execution  oV 
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§  382.  Rule  as  to  Frauds  and  other  Torts.  —  Does  the  term 
^^debt  contracted''  include  a  debt  contracted  through  fraud9 
In  New  York,  under  a  statute  exempting  property  *'  from  sale 
on  execution  for  debts  hereafter  contracted,"  it  seems  to  have 
been  ruled  that  a  debtor's  homestead  would  be  protected, 
although  he  had  obtained  credit  in  the  particular  case  by  fraudu- 
lently representing  that  the  house  was  subject  to  sale  on  exe- 
cution.^ But  three  of  the  judges  thought  that  the  statute 
did  not  protect  property  against  an  execution  on  a  judgment 
obtained  for  a  fraud.  But,  in  any  event,  where  the  owner  of  a 
house  had  filed  and  recorded  a  notice  that  he  claimed  the  same 
as  his  homestead,  and  afterwards  obtained  credit  by  representing 
that,  except  a  small  mortgage,  there  was  no  "  claim  or  incum- 
brance" thereon,  this  was  not  a  false  representation.  It  was 
said  that  a  homestead  exemption  did  not  constitute  a  claim  or 
incumbrance  on  the  land ;  since,  **  after  the  exemption  was 
created,  the  defendant  had  the  same  title  to  and  interest  in  the 
land,  and  the  same  power  to  dispose  of  it,  as  before,  and  no  other 
person  acquired  any  rights  thereby  "  * —  a  very  superficial  course 
of  reasoning,  since  the  representation  operated,  and  was  designed 
to  operate,  to  deceive  the  creditor  into  the  belief  that,  except  the 
small  mortgage,  the  house  was  subject  to  execution ;  when,  by 
filing  a  declaration  of  homestead,  the  debtor  had  withdrawn  it 
from  execution  as  efiectively  as  though  he  had  mortgaged  it  for 

tained  on  any  judgment,'  or  else  we  must  hold  a  judgment  to  mean  a  debt^  as  clearly 
it  does.  And  then  the  manifest  intention  will  be  carried  out — that  the  homestead  shall 
not  be  sold  under  execution  at  all,  except  in  the  cases  named  in  the  Constitution. 
But,  then,  it  is  asked,  If  the  Constitution  means  jud^^men^,  instead  of  deht^  why  did  it 
not  say  so?  It  may  just  as  well  be  asked,  K  it  meant  contract,  why  did  it  not  say  so 7 
It  docs  say  plainly  enough,  and  expressly,  that  it  shall  not  be  sold  under  execution, 
and  that  was  the  main  idea  to  which  the  convention  was  advertent,  and  it  was  inad- 
vertent in  describing  upon  what  the  execution  was  to  issue,  as  well  it  might  be, 
because  an  execution  cannot  issue  except  upon  a  judgment.  We  admit  that  a  plausi- 
ble argument  against  this  '\new  is  founded  upon  the  impolicy  of  allowing  a  man  to 
commit  torts  with  impunity.  But  we  think  a  still  more  plausible  argument  might  be 
founded  upon  the  impolicy  of  allowing  a  man  to  avoid  debts  with  impunity.  But  the 
Constitution  does  neither.  It  has  nothing  to  do  with  allowing  men  to  commit  torts, 
or  to  avoid  debts.  It  looks  away  from  these,  not  aa  favoring  them,  but  to  the  para- 
mount object  of  establishing  homesteads." 

I  Robinson  v.  Wilev,  15  N.  Y.  489. 

'  Ibid.,  opinion  by  Bowen,  J.,  Shanldand,  J.,  concurring. 
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.its  full  value.  The  question  thus  left  in  so  unsatisfactory  a  state 
by  the  highest  court  of  New  York  has  been,  before  and  since, 
distinctly  decided  by  the  intermediate  appellate  courts  of  that 
state  —  the  Supreme  Courts — these  courts  holding  that  the 
statute  does  not  protect  property  from  executions  issuing  to 
enforce  judgments  for  torts,  or  judgments  for  costs  obtained  in 
actions  for  tort.^  Under  a  statute  similar  in  terms  ^  the  Supreme 
Couit  of  Georgia  had  no  diflSculty  in  holding  that  the  property 
of  a  judgment-debtor  was  not  protected  if  the  judgment  was 
rendered  in  an  action  for  a  tort.  **  Whether  this  discrimination 
should  be  made,'*  said  Lumpkin,  J.,  «« it  is  for  the  Legislature, 
and  not  for  the  coui-ts,  to  decide." '  A  late  case  in  Iowa  furnishes 
a  novel  application  of  the  statute  of  that  state  in  this  particular. 
Tliis  statute  recites  that  the  homestead  *«  may  be  sold  on  execu- 
tion for  debts  contracted  *  *  *  prior  to  the  purchase  of  such 
homestead.'^  ^  A  cheated  B  in  the  sale  of  a  patent-right,  and 
afterwards  became  the  occupant  of  a  homestead.  B  recovered  a 
judgment  against  A  for  this  deceit,  and  levied  the  execution  upon 
A*s  homestead.  The  court  refused  to  enjoin  the  sale.  This 
cheating  created  a  **  debt "  in  favor  of  the  person  cheated,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute ;  since  the  latter  might  have  waived 
the  tort  and  brought  his  action  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the 
defendant  therein.* 

§  383.  Judgrments  for  Costs  In  Actions  for  Torts.  —  Grouping 
the  decisions  under  this  head,  we  find,  as  just  seen,  that  in  New 
York  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  for  costs,  in  an 


*  Schouton  V,  Kilmer,  8  How.  Pr.  527;  Lathrop  v.  Singer,  89  Barb.  896.  And  see 
Cook  V,  Newman,  8  How.  Pr.  523,  where  Pratt,  J.,  reasons  clearly  in  support  of  this 
doctrine,  and  then,  by  an  unaccountable  faux  pcLS^  decides  exactly  the  other  way. 

«  Cobb's  Dig.  Stat  Ga.  885,  889,  890. 

■  Davis  V,  Henson,  29  Ga.  845.  In  Louisiana  no  exemption  can  be  claimed  as  against 
the  liability  of  a  person  who,  as  a  commission  merchant  or  factor,  had  sold  goods  and 
converted  the  proceeds  to  his  own  use.  Such  a  debt,  being  a  fiduciary  one,  is  not 
exempted  by  the  insolvent  law  of  that  state  from  its  operation.  By  thus  converting 
the  property  of  another  to  his  own  use,  the  debtor  rendered  himself  liable  to  the 
criminal  laws  of  that  state ;  and  the  court  says  that  it  could  not  be  inferred  that  the 
insolvent  laws  of  the  state  intended  to  discharge  a  debtor  from  such  a  debt,  even  if  it 
had  not  been  expressly  excepted  in  the  law.     Tate  v.  Laforest,  26  La.  An.  187. 

*  Rev.  Iowa  1860.  J  2281 ;  Code  1878,  {  1992 ;  ante,  J  299. 

*  "Warner  r.  Cammack,  87  Iowa,  642. 
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action  brought  by  such  plaintiff  for  damages  for  an  alleged  tort, 
is  not  a  judgment  for  a  **  debt  contracted,"  within  the  meaning 
of  an  exemption  law  of  that  state,  and  is,  hence,  leviable  out  of 
property  otherwise  exempt  under  the  statute.^  But  the  contrary 
has  been  held  in  Pennsylvania,  under  a  statute  limiting  the  ex- 
emption to  judgments  obtained  upon  contract  and  distress  for 
rent.  The  plaintiffs  in  an  action  of  trover  were  adjudged  to 
pay  the  costs,  and  it  was  held  that,  as  against  this  judgment, 
they  could  hold  the  property  exempted  by  the  statute.* 


ARTICLE  Vin.— Public  Debts. 

§  385.  Maxim  that  general  Statates  do  not  bind  the  Sover- 
eign. —  It  is  a  very  old  maxim  that  **  the  king  is  not  bound  by 
any  statute,  if  he  be  not  expressly  named  to  be  so  bound.'*' 
**  The  king,"  says  Mr.  Broom,*  *<  is  not  bound  by  any  statute,  if 
he  be  not  expressly  named  therein,  unless  there  be  equivalent 
words,  or  unless  the  prerogative  be  included  by  necessary  impli- 
cation ;  for  it  is  inferred,  prima  facie^  that  the  law  made  by  the 
crown,  with  the  assent  of  the  lords  and  commons,  is  made  for 
subjects,  and  not  for  the  crown."  *  This  maxim  is  said  to  extend 
to  the  ancient  prerogative  of  the  king,  and  to  those  rights  which 

»  Schouton  V,  Kilmer,  8  How,  Pr.  527 ;  Lathrop  ©.  Singer,  89  Barb.  396.  Said  the 
court :  "  There  is  no  language  to  be  found  in  the  act  indicating  an  intention  to  exempt 
from  sale  any  property  on  judgments,  except  for  debts  contracted.  If  the  intention 
had  been  to  extend  the  exemption  to  sales  under  all  judgments  recoyered,  it  would 
have  been  quite  easy  to  have  so  expressed  it;  and  it  is  most  likely,  if  that  had  been 
the  intention,  that  it  would  have  been  so  expressed  in  the  act  The  omission  to  do  so, 
and  the  limitation  in  words  to  debts  contracted,  afford  pregnant  evidence  that  the 
Legislature  did  not  intend  to  extend  its  operation  beyond  the  cases  expressed." 

'  Lane  v.  Baker,  2  Grant  Gas.  424.  "When  a  plaintiff  in  an  action  of  trover  is 
cast,"  said  Black,  J.,  "and  the  judgment  is  against  him  for  costs,  he  is  not  thereby 
put  into  the  situation  which  the  defendant  would  have  occupied  if  the  luck  had  been 
reversed.  A  party  is  not  a  trespasser  because  he  sues  another  for  trespass.  Costs 
against  the  plaintiff  are  not  like  damages  against  the  defendant  We  are  of  opinion 
that  a  judgment  for  costs  is  to  be  considered  in  the  same  light  as  a  judgment  for  debt  on 
contract,  so  far  as  the  exemption  law  affects  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  fact  that 
the  costs  accrued  in  action  for  a  tort  makes  no  difference.  This  makes  any  fUrther 
allusion  to  the  argument  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error  unnecessary." 

3  In  law  French  the  maxim  runs  thus :  "  Roy  n  ^est  lie  per  aacun  siatutef  siilne  soU 
expreeeement  nosmS."    Jenk.  Cent  807. 

*  Broom  Leg.  Max.  72. 

•  Wright  V.  Mills,  4  H.  <&  N.  491 ;  9  Exch.  681 ;  Evans  v.  Jones,  8  H.  &  C.  428. 
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are  incommunicable  and  appropriate  to  him  in  his  regal  capacity.* 
,  Familiar  illustrations   of  it  are   found    in    the   rule  that   the 

stjitutes  of  limitation,  of  set-off,  and  of  frauds  do  not  affect  the 
i  king.*    Yet  it  admits  of  these  broad  exceptions:  That,   *' if  a 

stiitute  is  intended  to  give  a  remedy  against  a  wrong,  the  king, 
though  not  named,  shall  be  bound  by  it ;  and  the  king  is  im- 
pliedly bound  by  statutes  passed  for  the  public  good,  the  preser- 
vation of  public  rights  and  the  suppression  of  public  wrongs,  the 
relief  and  maintenance  of  the  poor,  the  general  advancement  of 
learning,  religion,  and  justice,  or  for  the  prevention  of  fraud."  ' 
In  the  United  States  the  same  principle  has  been  held  applicable 
to  the  Federal  and  state  governments.*  Here  it  is  said  to  rest 
**  not  upon  any  notion  of  prerogative,  for  even  in  England,  where 
the  doctrine  is  stated  under  the  head  of  Prerogative,  this,  in 
effect,  means  nothing  more  than  that  this  exception  is  made  from 
the  statute  for  the  public  good,  and  the  king  represents  the 
nation.  The  real  ground  is  a  great  principle  of  public  policy, 
which  belongs  alike  to  all  governments,  that  the  public  interests 
should  not  be  prejudiced  by  the  negligence  of  public  officers  to 
whose  care  they  are  confided."  * 

§  386.   Application  of  this  Principle  to  Exemption  Laws.  — 

It  would  seem  that  an  application  of  this  principle  to  homestead 

1  Broom  Leg.  Max.  75. 

'  Broom  Leg.  Max.  74;  Bac  Abr.,  Am.  ed.  1876,  title  Prerogative,  E,  5,  and  cases 
cited. 

'  Broom  Leg.  Max.  78 ;  Bac  Abr.,  titie  Prerogative,  E,  5.  See  1  Bla.  Com.  261 ; 
1  Kent's  Com.  460;  Comyn's  Dig.,  titie  Parliament,  B,  8. 

*  United  States  v.  Knight,  14  Pet.  816;  The  Commonwealth  v.  Cook,  8  Bush,  225; 
The  Commonwealth  v.  Lay,  12  Bush,  288 ;  Divine  o.  Harvie,  7  T.  B.  Mon.  448 ;  The 
State  V.  Garland,  7  L*ed.  60 ;  The  People  v.  Bossiter,  4  Cow.  148 ;  The  State  v.  Kinne, 
41  N.  H.  288 ;  The  Commonwealth  v.  Baldwin,  1  Watts,  54 ;  United  States  v.  Hewes, 
Crabbe,  807;  Brooks  v.  The  State,  64  Ga.  86. 

*  United  States  v.  Knight,  14  Pet.  316,  per  Mr.  Justice  Barbour.  But,  in  view  of 
the  rule  and  its  limitations,  the  act  of  Congress  of  May  19,  1828,  regulating  process  in 
the  courts  of  the  United  States,  which  extended  to  prisoners  under  execution  the 
privileges  of  the  jail  limits,  embraced  executions  at  the  suit  of  the  United  States ; 
since  the  statute  **  proposes  only  to  regulate  the  mode  of  proceeding  in  suits,  does  not 
divest  the  public  of  any  right,  does  not  violate  any  principle  of  public  policy ;  but,  on 
the  contrary,  makes  provisions  in  accordance  with  the  policy  which  the  government 
has  indicated,  by  many  acts  of  previous  legislation,  to  conform  to  state  laws  in  giving 
to  persons  imprisoned  under  their  execution  the  privilege  of  jail  limits."    Ibid, 
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and  exemption  laws  in  which  the  state  is  not  expressly  named 
would  result  in  the  conclusion  that  the  state  is  not  bound  by  such 
laws,  especially  where  so  to  hold  would  contravene  rights  belong- 
ing to  the  state  peculiarly  in  its  political  character,  such  as  the 
right  to  collect  its  revenue.^  In  many  of  the  states  this  question 
is  determined  by  the  express  provisions  of  statutes  which  declare, 
in  various  terms,  that  nothing  shall  be  exempt  from  execution 
where  the  debt,  other  than  public  taxes;  is  due  the  state;'  or 
where  the  debt  is  for  public  taxes  legally  assessed  upon  the  home- 
stead or  other  property;'  or  where  the  demand  is  for  a  public 

^  It  is  thought  that  the  rule  could  well  be  otherwise  in  case  the  state  were  engaged 
in  any  private  business,  such  as  becoming  stockholder  in  a  bank,  or  the  like. 

'  Arkansas — Exemption  of  homestead  **  shall  not  be  extended  to  persons  who  may 
be  indebted  for  dues  to  the  state,  county,  township,  or  other  trust  funds,''  Stat.  1874, 
ch.  66,  {  2625.  Nebraska — Neither  homestead  nor  personal  property  is  exempt  from 
fines  and  costs  of  suit  upon  execution  against  defendant  for  the  sale  of  liquors  without 
license.  Gen.  Stat.  1878,  ch.  68,  2  690.  Tennessee — Homestead  and  personal  prop- 
erty are  not  exempt  from  execution  on  judgment  for  failure  or  refiisal  to  work  on 
public  roads ;  from  fines  for  carrying  concealed  weapons  ,*  from  fines  for  selling  intoxi- 
cating liquors;  from  fines  and  costs  for  voting  out  of  the  district  in  which  the  voter 
resides.    1  Stat.  1871,  {  2111  a. 

'  Arkansas — Homestead  "not  exempt  from  sale  for  taxes,"  Stat.  1874,  ch.  66, 
{  2626.  Arizona — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property,  Comp.  Laws  1871,  ch.  87, 
{  10.  Colorado — Homestead  and  personal  property  '*not  exempt  from  sale  for  pay- 
ment of  any  taxes  whatever,  legally  assessed,"  Rev.  Stat  1868,  ch.  48,  {  88.  Dela- 
ware—  As  to  personal  property.  Rev.  Code  1862,  ch.  Ill,  {  2.  Dakota — As  to  home- 
stead, "for  taxes  accruing  thereon,"  Rev.  Code  1877,  p.  188,  {  4.  Geoigia — As  to 
homestead,  Code  1878,  {  2002.  Ulinois — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property, 
"for  taxes  or  assessments,"  Rev.  Stat  1877,  ch.  62,  {  8.  Indiana — As  to  homestead, 
2  Stat  1876,  ch.  11,  }  14.  Iowa — Homestead  "liable  for  taxes  accruing  thereon," 
Code  1878,  {  1991.  Kansas — Homestead  and  personal  property  not  exempt  frt)m 
taxation  or  sale  for  taxes  "under  the  laws  of  this  state,"  Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  88,  {{  1, 
6.  Louisiana — No  property  "exempt  for  non-payment  of  taxes,"  etc,  1  Dig.  Stat 
1870,  p.  701.  Massachusetts— As  to  homestead.  Gen.  Stat  1860,  ch.  104,  {  6.  Michi- 
gan—  As  to  homestead,  2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  {  6148.  Minnesota — "Real  estate"  not 
exempt  from  taxation  or  sale  for  taxes,  Biss.  Stat  at  Large,  ch.  82,  title  6,  {  171. 
Mississippi — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property,  Code  1871,  {  2142.  Missouri — 
As  to  homestead,  by  implication  from  revenue  law;  as  to  personal  property,  by 
direct  provision,  not  exempt  for  taxes  "due  the  state,  or  any  city  or  county,"  Wag. 
Stat,  ch.  118,  {  6;  ch.  66,  {  16.  Nebraska — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property, 
Gen.  Stat  1873,  ch.  67,  J  624.  New  Jersey — As  to  personal  property,  Rev.  Stat 
1874,  p.  286, 1 10.  New  Hampshire— As  to  homestead.  Gen.  Stat  1867,  ch.  124,  {  18. 
New  York— As  to  homestead,  4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large,  2d  ed.,  683,  {  2.  North 
Carolina — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property.  Battle's  Rev.,  ch.  66,  {  1.  South 
Carolina — As  to  homestead  and  personal  property.  Const,  art  2,  {  82.  Tennessee — 
As  to  homestead  and  personal  property,  1  Stat  1871,  {{  2111a,  2114  a.    Texas — Aa 
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wi'ong  committed,  punished  by  fine.*  But,  where  the  question 
has  arisen  in  the  silence  of  statutes,  the  highest  couils  of  the 
states,  with  two  exceptions,'  have  held  otherwise.'  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Illinois  holds  that  the  statute  protects  a  homestead  froni 
sale  under  a  judgment  rendered  for  a  firtje  and  cost^  in  a  prose- 
cution for  a  misdemeanor.*  The  same  result  was  reached  in 
Missouri,  but  under  a  statute  entirely  dissimilar  in  terms.  The  act 
in  question'^  provided  tliat  the  homestead  therein  defined  should 
be  •*  exempt  from  attachment  and  execution,  except  as  hereinafter 
provided."  There  was  nowhere  any  proviso  saving  debts  due 
to  the  state.  The  court  held,  in  an  ably-reasoned  opinion  by 
Wagner,  J.,  that  the  statute  protected  the  homestead  from  sale 
under  an  execution  issued  against  the  surety  on  a  forfeited  recog- 
nizance, although  the  debt  in  such  a  case  was  due  to  the  state.* 

§  387.  How  in  Case  of  Demands  against  defaulting  Tax- 
collector.  —  In  Illinois  a  statute  provided  that  the  bond  of  a  tax- 
to  homestead  "for  taxes  assessed  thereon,"  Const,  art  12,  {  16.  Vermont — As  to 
homestead,  G^en.  Stat  1868  (App.  1870),  ch.  68,  {  8.  Virginia— As  to  homestead  and 
personal  property  not  exempt  from  "  lawful  claim  for  any  taxes,"  Code  1873,  ch.  188, 
{  1.  West  Virginia— Afl  to  personal-property,  Code  1868,  ch.  41,  {  28,  Wisconsin— 
Aa  to  homestead,  2  Rev.  Stat  1871,  p.  1550,  {  81.  Nevada — As  to  homestead  and 
personal  property,  1  Comp.  Laws  1878,  p.  62,  J  198. 

^  Nebraska — For  fine  and  costs  of  suit  upon  an  execution  issued  for  the  sale  of 
liquors  without  license,  Gen.  Stat  1878,  ch.  58,  J  690.  Tennessee— For  judgment 
for  failure  or  refusal  to  work  on  public  roads,  for  fines  and  costs  for  voting  out  of  the 
district  in  which  voter  resides,  for  carrying  concealed  weapons,  and  for  selling  intoxi- 
cating liquors,  1  Stat  1871,  \  2111  a. 

*  The  Commonwealth  i;.  Cook,  8  Bush,  220  (overruled  by  The  Commonwealth  ©. 
Lay,  12  Bush,  288) ;  Brooks  v.  The  State,  54  Ga.  86 ;  Whiteacre  p.  Rector,  5  Rep.  471 
(Va.  1878).  Two  niti  prius  courts  in  Pennsylvania  have  reached  similar  conclusions, 
but  on  other  grounds.  The  Commonwealth  r.  Dougherty,  8  Phila.  Rep.  866 ;  The 
Commonwealth  v.  Whiteside,  Lancaster  Bar,  Sept  25, 1869. 

'  Green  v.  Marks,  25  HI.  221;  Hume  v,  Gossett,  48  HI.  297;  Loomis  v.  Gerson,  62 
m.  12;  The  State  v,  Pitts,  51  Mo.  188;  Gladney  r.  Deavors,  11  Gk.  89;  The  Com- 
monwealth V.  Lay,  12  Bush,  288.    And  see  The  State  v»  Geddis,  44  Iowa,  587. 

*  Loomis  V,  Gerson,  62  HI.  18.  "The  object  of  these  laws,"  said  the  same  learned 
judge,  "  was  to  furnish  a  shelter  for  the  wife  and  children  which  could  not  be  taken 
away  or  lost  by  the  act  of  the  husband  alone.  This  principle  must  equally  exempt 
the  homestead  from  sale  under  a  judgment  for  a  fine  and  costs  rendered  in  a  criminal 
prosecution  for  a  misdemeanor.  The  wife  is  not  to  suffer  for  the  wrongful  act  of  the 
husband.  The  state  must  submit  to  the  same  exemptions  of  a  defendant's  property 
that  it  imposes  upon  its  citizens." 

*  1  Wag.  Stat  697,  {  1. 

«  The  State  v,  Pitts,  51  Mo.  188. 
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collector  should  be  a  lien  upon  all  his  real  estate  situated  within 
the  county  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bond.  But  it  was 
held  that  a  judgment  against  a  collector  upon  a  bond  which  was 
thus  a  lien  on  his  realty  was  not  a  lien  upon  his  homestead.  A 
judgment  against  a  private  person  was  not,  in  that  state,  a  lien 
on  the  homestead  of  the  judgment-debtor,  ^  and  the  state  was  not, 
in  respect  of  its  revenue,  in  any  better  position  than  was  the 
citizen  in  regard  to  the  collection  of  his  debt.*  The  con- 
trary doctrine  has  been  twice  held  by  nisi  priits  courts  in  Penn- 
sylvania, under  an  exemption  law  limited  to  judgments  obtained 
upon  contract.'  But,  under  a  statute  *  making  the  bond  of  a 
tax-collector  a  lien  on  his  property  from  the  date  of  its  execu- 
tion, it  was  held  the  wife  of  a  defaulting  tax-collector  cannot 
acquire  such  a  right  of  homestead  in  his  lands,  by  having  a  home- 
stead set  apart  to  her  by  the  Court  of  Ordinary,  as  will  exclude 
the  state's  lien.  The  bond  was  given  and  the  default  occurred 
in  1867,  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution  of  1868  con- 
taining the  enlarged  homestead  exemption.  If,  therefore,  the 
contest  had  been  between  citizen  and  citizen,  it  would  have  been 
governed  by  the  rule  in  Gunn  v.  Barry ;  *  the  provision  of  the 
Constitution  could  not  act  retrospectively,  so  as  to  discb-irge  the 
contract ;  and  the  same  rule  was  equally  applicable  to  the  state.* 

§  388.    Continued  —  Conflictliisr  Cases  in   Kentucky.  —  The 

Kentucky  case,  already  named,  which  holds  that  the  rule  that 
the  state  is  not  bound  by  statutes  in  which  it  is  not  expressly 
named  applies  to  a  homestead  exemption  law,^  was  a  suit  in 
equity  by  a  defaulting  sheriff  and  his  sureties  to  enjoin  the 
enforcement  of  a  judgment  which  had  been   rendered  against 

>  Posty  i  89a 

s  Hume  V.  Gossett,  48  HI.  297. 

»  Penn.  Act  April  9,  1849;  Bright  Purd.  Dig.  686,  {  20;  The  Commonwealth  v, 
Dougherty,  8  Pbila.  Rep.  866  ( Philadelphia  Quarter  Sessions,  Peirce,  J. ) ;  The  Coir* 
monwealtii  v,  Whiteside,  1  Lancaster  Bar,  Sept  26,  1869.  These  cases  hold  that  a 
recognizance  in  a  criminal  case,  though  in  some  ^ense  a  contract  between  the  com- 
monwealth and  the  party  thereto,  is  in  its  nature  a  part  of  the  criminal  proceeding; 
in  support  of  which  see  Respublica  v.  Cobbety  2  Yeates,  862 ;  The  Commonwealth  v. 
Comrs.,  8  Serg.  A  K  161. 

*  Ga.  Code  1878,  {  918. 

6  16  Wall.  610. 

«  Brooks  V.  The  State,  64  Ga.  86. 

'  The  Commonwealths.  Cook,  8  Bush,  220. 

330 


CONTUOTINO   CASES   IN  KENTUCKY.  §  388 

them  on  a  bond  given  by  them  for  the  collection  of  the  state's 
revenue.  An  execution  issuing  from  the  judgment  had  been 
levied  upon  lands  of  the  sureties,  and  it  was  urged  that  these 
were  exempt  under  the  homestead  law.*  But  the  court  held 
that,  as  the  state  was  nowhere  named  in  the  homestead  law,  it 
was  not  bound  by  its  provisions  ;  Lindsay,  J.,  saying :  «*  As  the 
government  of  the  state  is  established  for  the  good  of  the  whole, 
and  can  only  be  supported  by  means  of  its  revenues,  courts,  in 
the  construction  of  general  laws,  will  not  ordinarily  apply  to  the 
state  such  as,  upon  their  face,  seem  to  have  been  intended  only 
for  declaring  or  regulating  the  rights  and  remedies  of  private 
individuals,  and  which,  if  so  applied,  will  have  the  effect  of  ob- 
structing or  rendering  more  difficult  the  speedy  collection  of  the 
public  dues.  This  rule  is  not  only  founded  upon  the  highest 
public  policy,  but  is  warranted  by  the  firmly-established  maxim 
that  •  general  statutes  do  not  bind  the  sovereign,  unless  expressly 
mentioned  in  them.'  "  In  a  very  late  case  in  the  same  state  an 
attempt  is  made  to  limit  the  doctrine  of  this  case,  but  it  must  be 
accepted,  we  think,  as  overruling  it.  Here  the  proceeding  was  in 
behalf  of  the  commonwealth,  to  recover  damages  of  a  sheriff  upon 
his  bond  for  failing  to  collect  various  executions  issued  in  favor  of 
the  state  against  certain  persons  *<  for  fines  imposed,  or  the  costs 
of  the  proceedings  to  be  paid  the  officers  of  the  court,"  as  is  to 
be  gathered  from  the  imperfect  report  of  the  case.  The  defense 
was  that  the  defendants  in  the  execution  had  no  property  not 
exempt  from  execution  under  the  homestead  law ;  and  this  de- 
fense was,  on  demurrer,  held  good,  the  court  saying:  *' While 
adhering  to  the  doctrine  in  the  case  of  The  Commonwealth  v. 
Cook,  we  are  satisfied  that  ordinary  executions  for  fines,  costs, 
etc.,  in  the  name  of  the  commonwealth,  are  embraced  in  the 
exemption  laws  of  the  stjite."  ^ 

»  Kentucky  Act  February  10,  1866;  Meyer's  Supp.  714. 
>  The  Commonwealth  v.  Lay,  12  Bush,  288. 
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CHAPTER    VIII. 

LIENS   OF  JUDGMENTS   AND   ATTACHMENTS   UPON  THE  HOMESTEAD. 

Skotion  890.  Views  of  the  Courts  conflicting. 

891.  The  Question  one  of  Construction  merely. 

892.  The  leading  Case  in  Iowa. 

893.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas. 

894.  Contrary  View  in  Arkansas. 

896.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois. 

896.  Opposing  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York. 

897.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas. 

898.  Consequences  of  these  opposing  Views — Priorities  of  Creditors  and 

Alienees. 

899.  Continued —  The  contrary  Rule  a  Restraint  upon  Alienation. 

400.  Liens  on  Homesteads  not  dissolved  by  Bankruptcy. 

401.  Application  of  this  Rule — Attachment  Liens. 

402.  Nor  the  Liens  of  Judgments. 

§  390.  Views  of  the  Courts  eonflicting.  —  With  reference  to 
the  effect  of  judgments  upon  homestead  estates,  there  are  two 
classes  of  decisions.  The  first  hold  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment 
does  not  attach  to  the  homestead  of  the  judgment-debtor,^  and 
the  second  hold  that  such  a  lien  does  attach,  but  remains  in 
abeyance  while  the  premises  continue  to  be  occupied  as  a  home- 
stead, and  becomes  potential  as  soon  as  the  right  of  homestead 
ceases,  whether  by  separation  of  the  family,  abandonment,  or 
alienation.'  In  some  of  the  states  the  subject  is  regulated  by 
statute,  and  these  generally  declare  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment 

^  Lamh  v.  Shays,  14  Iowa,  567 ;  Gummings  v.  Long,  16  Iowa,  41 ;  Green  v.  Marks, 
25  HI.  221 ;  Fishhack  v.  Lane,  86  ni.  487 ;  Bliss  v.  Clark,  89  HI.  596 ;  McDonald  v. 
Crandall,  48  HL  281 ;  Wiggins  v.  Chance,  54  111.  175 ;  Conklin  r.  Foster,  57  HI.  104 ; 
Haworth  v,  Travis,  67  111.  801 ;  Houghton  v.  Lee,  50  Cal.  108 ;  Black  o.  Epperson,  40 
Texas,  162,  187 ;  Morris  v.  Ward,  5  Kan.  247 ;  Monroe  v.  May,  9  Kan.  475 ;  Geapen 
V.  Stephenson,  17  Kan.  617 ;  Martin  v,  Meredith,  71  N.  C.  215. 

'  Moore  v.  Granger,  80  Ark.  574;  Jackson  v,  Allen,  80  Ark.  110;  Chamhers  v. 
Sallie,  29  Ark.  407 ;  Norris  v.  Kidd,  28  Ark.  485 ;  Smith  v,  Brackett,  86  Barb.  571 ; 
Allen  V.  Cook,  26  Barb.  874;  Whitworth  v.  Lyons,  89  Miss.  467;  State  Bank  v.  Ca^ 
son,  4  Neb.  498 ;  Eaton  v.  Byan,  5  Neb.  47 ;  Eberhart's  Appeal,  39  Pa.  St  509. 
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shall  not  attach  to  the  homestead.^  Early  decisions  in  Wisconsin 
and  Minnesota  holding  the  contrary  rule*  were  subsequently 
abrogated  by  statute.' 

§  391.  The  Question  one  of  Constraction  merely.  —  There 
appear  to  be  no  differences  in  the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  the 
different  states  in  which  these  decisions  were  rendered  sufficient  to 
account  for  the  differences  of  opinion  among  the  courts  thus  indi- 
cated. On  the  contrary,  the  statutes  were  silent  as  to  the  effect 
of  judgments  upon  homestead  property;  and  it  thus  became 
purely  a  matter  of  construction.  Those  cases  which  hold  that  a 
judgment  is  not  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  property  proceed 
upon  the  theory  that  a  judgment  is  not  a  lien  upon  property 
which  is  not  vendible  under  execution ;  that  the  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment, like  the  homestead  exemption,  is  purely  a  creature  of 
statute ;  and  that  the  Legislature  having  in  one  statute  created 
and  defined  the  lien  of  a  judgment  upon  the  realty  of  the  debtor, 
and  in  another  provided  that  a  defined  portion  of  the  debtor's 
realty  shall  be  exempt  from  sale  for  the  satisfaction  of  judgments 
against  him,  the  two  statutes  cannot  stand  together  in  their  full 
extent,  and  the  latter  must  be  held  partially  to  displace  the 
former.  The  courts  which  support  this  view  draw  their  principal 
reasons  from  the  supposed  general  policy  of  the  Legislature  in 
creating  the  homestead  exemption.  But  the  courts  which  adopt 
the  other  view  say  that  the  homestead  exemption  is  not  an  assign- 
able estate,  but  a  mere  possessory  right  personal  to  the  debtor, 
and  which  does  not  run  with  the  land.     This  will  be  seen  more 

^  Cal.  Civ.  Prac.  Act,  {  204;  Bowman  v.  Norton,  16  Gal.  218,  220;  Ackley  v. 
Chamberlain,  16  CaL  181. 

*  Hoyt  V.  Howe,  8  Wis.  762;  Folsom  v.  Oarli,  5  Minn.  888;  Tillotaon  v.  Millard,  7 
Minn.  518. 

»  Stat.  Minn.  March  10,  1860 ;  Wis.  Laws  1868,  ch.  137 ;  Kev.  Stet  Wis.,  ed.  of 
1868,  p.  798.  This  last  statute  recited  that  "  the  owner  of  a  homestead  may  remove 
therefrom,  or  sell  or  convey  the  same,  and  such  removal,  or  sale  or  conveyance,  shall 
not  render  such  homestead  subject  to  forced  sale  on  execution  or  other  final  process 
hereafter  issued  on  any  judgment"  This  statute  was  held  not  to  apply  to  executions 
issued  upon  judgments  which,  under  the  rule  of  Hoyt  v.  Howe,  aupra^  had  become 
liens  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  law.  Seamans  v.  Carter,  16  Wis.  649 ;  Trustees  v. 
Schell,  17  Wis.  808 ;  Dopp  v.  Albee,  17  Wis.  690.  Under  this  statute  a  judgment 
does  not  become  a  lien  upon  the  debtor's  property  if  it  is  his  homestead.  Goodoll 
V.  Blumer,  41  Wis.  486. 
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clearly  if  the  opposing  theories  are  set  out  at  some  length  in  the 
language  of  the  courts  themselves. 

§  392.  The  learding  Case  in  Iowa.  —  In  the  leading  case  in 
Iowa,  reasons  in  support  of  the  conclusion  reached  are  drawn 
from  three  difTerent  provisions  of  the  statute  of  that  state. 
(1)  The  owner  is  permitted  to  change  the  limits  of  his  home- 
stead from  time  to  time,  at  his  pleasure,  by  changing  the  metes 
and  bounds,  as  well  as  the  record  of  the  plat  and  description,  or 
he  may  change  it  entirely ;  and  the  new  homestead,  to  the  extent 
in  value  of  the  old,  is  exempt  from  execution  in  all  cases  where 
the  old  would  have  been  exempt.^  Under  these  provisions,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  owner  has  a  right,  not  only  to 
change  his  homestead  from  one  tract  of  land  to  another,  owned 
by  him  at  the  time  he  acquired  his  homestead,  but  he  may  sell 
his  homestead,  and,  with  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  acquire  a 
new  homestead,  exempt  from  execution,  to  the  value  of  the  old. 
If,  however,  the  judgment  was  a  lien  upon  the  homestead,  and 
became  operative  the  moment  the  owner  should  sell  the  old  with 
a  view  of  acquiring  the  new,  the  exemption  and  the  rights  con- 
ferred by  this  section  would  be  unavailing.  (2)  The  statute  also 
provides  that  the  homestead  may  be  devised  like  other  real  estate, 
subject  to  the  rights  of  the  surviving  husband  or  wife.*  The 
court  thought  that  the  giving  to  the  owner  full  power  to  devise 
the  homestead  as  he  might  think  proper,  without  regard  to  the 
rights  of  judgment  lien  holders,  was  an  additional  evidence  of  a 
design  to  place  it  wholly  within  the  power  of  the  owner,  and 
beyond  the  grasp  of  the  creditor.  (3)  Again  :  the  Iowa  statute 
prohibits  the  husband  from  mortgaging  the  homestead  without 
the  consent  of  the  wife.*  «<  If,"  said  the  court,  *' the  lien  of  a 
judgment  confessed  by,  or  taken  against,  the  husband  alone,  and 
to  which  the  wife  never  assented,  can  thus  attach  to  and  subject 

>  Code  Iowa  1873,  {{  2000,  2001 ;  Rev.  1860,  H  2288,  2289. 

«  Ibid.,  I  2010;  Rev.  1860,  i  2298. 

'  This  section  of  the  statute  reads  as  foUows:  ''A  conveyance  or  incumbrance  by 
the  owner  is  of  no  validity  unless  the  husband  and  wife,  if  the  owner  is  married,  con- 
cur in  and  sign  the  same  joint  instrument"  Code  1878,  §  1990;  Rev.  1860,  {  2279. 
The  Nebraska  statute  has  no  such  provision ;  and  this  was  given  as  a  reason  for  hold- 
ing the  contrary  rule  in  State  Bank  v.  Carson,  4  Neb.  498. 
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the  homestead  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  it  virtually  destroys 
that  pecaliar  interest  of  the  wife  in  tlie  homestead  which  the 
Legislature  seems  to  have  been  so  strenuous  to  protect."* 
(4 )  Again  :  it  has  been  held  in  Iowa  that  the  lien  of  a  junior  mort- 
gage executed  by  the  husband  and  wife  was  paramount  to  the 
lien  of  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  husband  alone.  **  If  this 
be  true,'*  said  the  court  in  the  case  from  which  I  am  still  quot- 
ing, "  a  lien  created  by  a  mortgage  executed  by  tlie  husband  and 
wife  upon  the  homestead  would  certainly  be  paramount  to  the 
lien  of  prior  judgments.  If,  therefore,  the  owners  can  by  mort- 
gage incumber  the  homestead  by  liens,  paramount  to  all  judg- 
ment liens,  and  to  the  full,  or  more  than  full,  value  of  the  home- 
stead, why  may  they  not  sell  absolutely  —  as  the  mortgage  vir- 
tually disposes  of  all  their  interest  therein  ?  The  lesser  power 
is  certainly  included  in  the  greater.*'  * 

§  393.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.  — The  Kan- 
sas court  has  supported  its  conclusion  by  the  following  forcible 
reasons:  **  If  the  judgment  claimed  to  be  a  lien  upon  the  land 
is  against  the  husband  alone,  then  it  is  obtaining  an  interest  in 
the  homestead  of  the  family,  through  the  agency  —  the  act  or 
omission  —  of  the  husband  alone.  It  is,  so  far,  an  alienation  of 
the  homestead  by  the  act  or  omission  of  the  husband  alone,  and 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife.  Such  a  construction  is  in  direct 
conflict  with  the  spirit  of  the  Constitution,  if  not  with  the  letter. 
It  is  not  for  the  interest  of  society  that  families  should  forever 
remain  stationary,  and  their  homesteads  be  perpetual  prisons ; 
on  the  contrary,  it  is  for  the  interests  of  society,  as  well  as  of 
families,  that  families  should  be  free  to  go  and  reside  wherever 
they  can  do  the  best.  But,  if  the  law  is  as  is  claimed  by  the 
defendant  below,  then,  whenever  a  judgment  is  rendered  against 
the  husband,  the  family  must  forever  remain  where  they  are  at 
the  time  such  judgment  is  rendered,  or  lose,  not  only  their  home- 
stead, but  also  the  means  of  acquiring  another.  The  innocent 
family  and  society  must  suffer,  through  the  improvidence  — 
perhaps  the  fraud  —  or  the  misfortunes  of  the  husband.  It  is 
claimed  that  the  judgment  lien  remains  simply  dormant  during 

*  Alley  ©.  Bay,  9  Iowa,  509. 

'  Lcml>  V.  Shays,  14  Iowa,  567,  opinion  by  Baldwin,  C.  J. 
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tlic  time  the  land  is  occupied  as  a  homestead,  and  that,  as  soon 
as  it  is  transferred  and  ceases  to  be  occupied  as  a  homestead,  the 
lien  attaches  and  becomes  effective.  Now,  suppose  the  husband, 
in  whom  the  title  is,  dies ;  the  title  to  the  property  is  imme- 
diately, by  law,  transferred  by  him  to  his  widow  and  children, 
tmd  he  ceases  to  occupy  the  property  as  a  homestead  —  will  the 
judgment  lien  then  attach  and  take  the  homestead  away  from  the 
widow  and  children?  And,  suppose  the  whole  family  die  except 
those  children  born  after  the  judgment  was  rendered  —  can  those 
children  hold  the  property  as  a  homestead?  If  they  can,  then 
where  is  the  certainty  of  a  judgment  lien  ever  attaching  to  a 
homestead  and  becoming  effective?'* 

§  394.  Contrary  View  in  Nebraska.  —  The  reasons  thus  as- 
signed, namely,  that,  since  the  husband  cannot  create  a  specific  * 
lien  on  the  homestead  without  the  consent  of  the  wife,  therefore 
no  general  lien  thereon  can  be  created,  are  held  not  to  apply 
under  the  Nebraska  statute,  which  contains  no  restriction  on  the 
husband  to  sell  or  alienate  the  homestead.^  The  Supreme  Court 
of  that  state  has  said  that  **the  Legislature  never  intended  by 
this  statute  to  assume  a  guardianship  over  the  owner  of  a  home- 
stead, and  to  render  him  disqualified  to  make  valid  contracts 
respecting  it.  It  imposes  no  restraint  on  him  whatever  in  this 
respect.  Even  the  wife,  when  the  title  is  in  the  husband,  has  no 
power  to  prevent  him  making  such  disposition  of  it  as  he  may 
think  best." » 

§  395.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois.  — In  like  man- 
ner, the  reasoning  of  the  leading  case  in  Illinois,*  and  that  in  New 
York,*  may  be  best  illustrated  by  being  placed  in  contrast  with 
each  other.  The  court  in  the  Illinois  case  shows,  w^ith  learning 
and  historical  accuracy,  that  at  common  law  the  lands  of  a  debtor 

^  State  Bank  «.  Carson,  4  Neb.  498. 

>  Rector  v.  Kotton,  8  Neb.  176.  Upon  the  filing,  in  the  office  of  the  derk  of  the 
District  Court  in  Nebraska,  of  a  transcript  of  a  judgment  rendered  by  the  Probate 
Court,  and  the  entry  of  such  transcript  upon  the  judgment  record,  it  becomes  a  lien 
on  the  debtor's  homestead  in  like  manner,  and  with  like  effect^  as  a  judgment  of  the 
District  Court    Eaton  v,  Kyan,  5  Neb.  47. 

'  Green  v.  Marks,  26  HI.  221,  opinion  by  "Walker,  J, 

*  Allen  V.  Cook,  2  Barb.  874;  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  General  Term,  at 
Montgomery;  before  Allen,  James,  and  Kosekrans,  J  J.,  opinion  by  Allen,  P.  J. 
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were  not  leviable  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debts,  and  a  judgment 
against  the  debtor  did  not  become  a  lien  thereon.  '*  The  judg- 
ment lien  upon  lands,  then,"  said  the  court,  **  being  conferred  by 
statute  alone,  and  not  as  a  common-law  right,  it  can  only  attach 
and  become  eflfective  in  the  mode,  at  the  time,  and  upon  the  con- 
ditions and  limitations  imposed  by  the  statute  itself.  Our  statute 
is  not  in  aid  of  a  common-law  right  to  sell  real  estate,  but  it  con- 
fers the  right. ' '  The  court  then  —  after  reciting  the  provisions  of 
the  Illinois  statute  for  the  appraisement  and  sale  of  homestead 
property  where  the  value  is  greater  than  the  statutory  limit  — 
says:  **  The  Legislature  have  manifested  in  an  unmistakable 
manner  the  design  to  secure  the  debtor,  and  his  family  after  his 
death,  in  the  enjoyment  of  a  home.  They  have  carefully  guarded 
the  right,  when  the  tract  of  land  is  of  greater  value  than  the 
amount  of  the  exemption,  by  having  the  homestead  of  that  value 
set  off  to  him,  if  susceptible  of  a  division  ;  and,  if  not,  then,  on  a 
sale,  one  thousand  dollars  are  required  to  be  paid  to  him.  Nor 
does  the  statute  stop  here,  as  it  exempts  this  money  from  the 
payment  of  his  debts  for  one  year,  that  he  may  have  ample  time 
to  secure  him  another  home.  The  whole  tenor  of  the  act  seems 
to  be  to  preserve  this  benefit,  unless  he  shall  deliberately  abandon 
it.  And,  if  a  liberal  provision  had  not  been  designed,  it  occurs 
to  us  that  such  studious  care  would  not  have  been  manifested  to 
guard  and  protect  the  right.  The  framers  of  the  law  were, 
doubtless,  familiar  with  the  decisions  of  this  court  which  held 
that,  under  the  law  exempting  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  property 
suitable  to  the  condition  of  the  debtor,  he  cannot  select  any 
article  of  a  greater  value  than  that  amount  and  retain  it  by  paying 
the  surplus ;  but  by  this  enactment  have  provided  against  the 
loss  of  the  homestead  to  the  debtor,  in  case  it  is  of  greater  value 
than  the  exemption." 

§  396.    Opposing  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  INTew  York. 

—  On  the  other  hand,  the  opinion  in  the  New  York  case  starts 
out  with  the  inaccurate  statement  that  the  homestead  law  of  that 
state  ^^  contains  provisions  in  derogation  of  the  common  law;" 
and,  although  the  court  does  not  yield  an  express  assent  to  the 
contention  of  counsel  that  for  this  reason  the  law  is  to  be  con- 
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stnied  strictly,  yet  the  whole  tenor  of  the  opinion  is  that  in 
construing  it  the  court  will  not  advance  beyond  its  letter.  "  One 
principle,*'  said  the  court,  **  we  must  certainly  adhere  to,  and 
that  is  to  be  careful  not  to  overstep  the  bounds  of  judicial  con- 
struction so  as  to  assume  functions  which  belong  exclusively  to 
the  legislative  body.  *  Arguments  drawn  from  hardship,  im- 
policy, or  inconvenience,*  says  Justice  Story,  *  are  entitled  to 
little  weight.  The  only  sound  principle  is  to  declare  it  a  fox 
scripta  est^  and  it  would  be  going  too  far  to  make  exceptions 
which  the  Legislature  has  not  made.'  *A  court  of  law  ought 
not  to  be  influenced,'  says  another  distinguished  jurist,  ^  or 
governed  by  any  notions  of  hardship ;  cases  may  require  legisla- 
tive interference,  but  judges  cannot  modify  the  law.^  ♦  •  ♦ 
Suppose,  the  day  or  month  after  he  has  secured  his  right,  his 
wife  should  die,  and,  his  children  all  having  arrived  at  the  age  of 
twenty-one  years,  the  debtor  should  remove  from  the  premises ; 
unquestionably  they  might  be  sold  under  an  execution.  And 
suppose  that  the  debtor,  the  day  before  these  casualties  happened, 
should  convey  the  property  to  a  third  person  —  would  it  be  exempt 
from  such  sale?  I  apprehend  not.  Could  he  then  convey  while 
he  was  such  householder,  and  go  out  of  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty and  resort  to  a  boarding-house  with  his  family?  Or  could  he, 
if  disposed,  sell  the  property,  put  the  money  into  his  pocket  and 
abscond,  leaving  his  family  entirely  unprovided  for,  and  the  pur- 
chaser be  protected  against  the  sale  under  execution  ?  I  think 
not ;  for  in  that  event  the  main  object  of  the  law  would  be  frus- 
trated, and  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  to  provide  a  home 
for  his  family,  as  well  as  for  the  debtor  himself,  be  entirely  de- 
feated, and  he  be  enabled  to  practice  a  fraud  upon  his  creditors 
and  the  community.  Such,  clearly,  could  not  have  been  the  in- 
tention of  the  act.  It  is  entirely  silent  as  to  the  right  of  the 
debtor  to  sell  and  convey  his  homestead ;  nor  does  it  declare  that 
the  purchaser  shall  have  any  right  beyond  those  which  he  would 
acquire  under  an  ordinary  conveyance  of  real  property,  subject 
to  existing  liens  and  incumbrances.  *  *  *  It  is  sufficient  to 
remark  that  this  exemption  is  not  made  assignable  by  the  act. 
It  is  not  so  written  in  the  law,  and  we  cannot,  as  judges,  so 
write  it ;  that  must  be  done  by  the  Legislature.  That  the  Legis- 
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lature  did  not  intend  to  confer  the  power  to  sell  is  pretty  conclu- 
sive from  the  fact  that  the  act  provided  that  the  exemption  shall 
continue  after  the  death  of  the  debtor,  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow 
and  family,  some  or  one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  home- 
stead until  the  youngest  child  becomes  twenty-one  years  of  age, 
and  until  the  death  of  the  widow.  But  for  this  provision  the  right 
to  sell  under  execution  would  have  been  complete  on  the  death 
of  the  debtor.  It  is  conceded  by  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that  the 
law  is  made  solely  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  who  takes  the 
steps  necessary  to  avail  himself  of  its  provisions,  and  of  his 
family.  But  the  counsel  insists  that,  if  he  sells  the  property  thus 
made  exempt,  the  creditor  is  not  injured,  because,  having  notice 
of  such  exemption  before  the  debt  was  contracted,  he  had  no 
rights  in  the  property  while  it  was  owned  by  the  debtor,  and  the 
latter,  by  being  authorized  to  make  an  exchange,  or  a  sale  and 
new  purchase,  might  be  benefited  thereby :  and  to  be  deprived 
of  this  might  prove  a  great  hardship,  and  would  in  a  great  meas- 
ure destroy  the  force  and  utility  of  the  law.  But  we  have  already 
observed  that  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  regard  hardship  or  incon- 
venience, when  construing  the  words  of  a  statute  plain  and  intel- 
ligible, nor  to  extend  or  add  to  its  provisions.  It  is  suificient 
that  the  enacting  power  has  not  seen  fit  to  incorporate  the  neces- 
sary language  to  authorize  the  court  to  sanction  the  construction 
asked  for,  and  that  it  is  only  in  doubtful  cases  in  statutes  of 
this  description  that  an  equitable  or  liberal  interpretation  may 
be  allowed.  The  Legislature  shall  be  intended  to  mean  what 
they  have  plainly  expressed,  and,  consequently,  no  room  is  left  for 
construction.^  It  has  been  well  remarked  that  *  in  cases  where 
the  intent  of  the  Legislature  is  ambiguous,  and  the  effort  to  ar- 
rive at  it  is  hopeless — and  in  these  cases  only — does  the  power  of 
construing  a  statute  strictly  or  literally  exist.  Where  the  lan- 
guage is  explicit  the  courts  are  bound  to  seek  for  it  in  the  words 
of  the  act,  and  are  not  at  liberty  to  suppose  that  they  intended 
anjrthing  different  from  what  their  language  imports.'^  Besides, 
to  adopt  the  views  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  might  lead  to  the 


^  Citing  Sedgw.  on  Stat  and  Const  Law,  879|  note. 
'  Ibid.,  380  and  note,  882-8. 
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perpetration  of  more  mischief  than  all  the  benefits  which  could 
be  derived  in  particular  cases.  The  Legislature,  for  some  good 
reasons,  probably,  did  not  see  fit  to  authorize  the  debtor  to  sell 
and  convey  so  as  to  exempt  the  property  from  sale  after  coming 
to  the  hands  of  the  grantee ;  or,  if  it  intended  to  do  so,  it  has 
not  declared  such  intention  in  the  law.  If  it  is  an  omission,  we 
cannot  supply  it.  In  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  BuUer,  in 
Jones  V.  Smart,^  *  We  are  bound  to  take  the  act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture as  it  has  been  made.  A  castes  omissus  can  in  no  case  be 
supplied  by  a  court  of  law,  for  that  would  be  to  make  laws  ;  nor 
can  I  conceive  that  it  is  our  province  to  consider  whether  such  a 
law  that  has  been  passed  be  tyrannical  [and,  he  might  have  added, 
sufficiently  wise  and  liberal  in  its  provisions]  or  not.'  *'  * 

§  397.   Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas.  —  *^  All 

judgments,"  said  the  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas,  **  are  liens  from 
the  date  of  rendition  upon  lands  owned  by  the  judgment-debtor 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court  rendering  the  same.'  The 
fact  that  a  judgment-debtor  may  be  entitled  to  a  homestead 
exemption  does  not  prevent  the  licH  from  attaching  to  land  that 
mav  be  selected  as  a  homestead.  The  selection  of  the  homestead 
takes  it  from  the  maw  of  the  execution,  and  suspends  the  sale. 
The  provision  of  our  Constitution  is  that  the  homestead  of  a 
married  man  or  head  of  a  family  shall  be  exempt,  not  from  a 
judgment  lien^  but  sale  or  execution,  or  other  final  process. 
*  *  *  No  injustice  is  done  the  debtor  by  allowing  the  judg- 
ment lien  to  attach  to  the  property  claimed  as  a  homestead,  for 
the  judgment  lien  in  no  manner  interferes  with  his  occupancy, 
nor  does  it  deprive  him  of  his  home.  •  •  •  Our  Constitution 
is  silent  as  to  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  sell  and  convey  his  home- 
stead ;  nor  does  it  declare  that  the  purchaser  shall  have  any  right 
beyond  those  he  would  acquire  under  an  ordinary  conveyance  of 
real  property,  subject  to  existing  liens  and  incumbrances.  It 
must  be  evident  to  all  that  the  framers  of  the  Constitution  did 
not  intend  to  confer  the  power  on  a  debtor  to  sell  his  homestead, 

»  1  Term.  Rep.  44,  52. 

«  Allen  V.  Cook,  26  Barb.  874. 

s  Gould's  Dig.  Stat  Ark.,  ch.  96,  {  & 
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discharged  of  all  lien.  The  Constitution  itself  recognizes  an 
estate  in  remainder,  and  a  termination  of  the  homestead  estate. 
The  fifth  section  of  article  twelve  declares :  « The  homestead  of 
a  family,  after  the  death  of  the  owner  thereof,  shall  be  exempt 
from  the  payment  of  his  debts  in  all  cases  during  the  minority  of 
his  children,  and,  also,  so  long  as  his  widow  shall  remain  unmar- 
ried, unless  she  be  the  owner  of  a  homestead  in  her  own  right.' 
This  clause  of  our  Constitution  clearly  discloses  the  intention  that 
the  homestead  property  of  the  debtor,  after  it  had  served  the 
policy  of  the  law,  should  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  debts, 
instead  of  passing  to  his  heirs  discharged  of  all  liens,  under  the 
statutes  of  descent  and  distribution."  ^ 

§  398.  Consequences  of  these  opposing  Views  —  Priorities 
of  Creditors  and  Alienees.  —  The  importance  of  these  rulings 
consists  in  the  diverse  consequences  which  flow  from  them.  From 
the  rule  that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  does  not  attach  to  exempt 
property,  it  follows  that  a  judgment-debtor  may  convey  such 
property,  notwithstanding  the  existence  of  judgments  against  him 
which  would  be  liens  upon  non-homestead  property;  and  the 
purchaser  will  get  a  title  unaffected  by  the  existence  of  such 
judgments.'  And,  when  the  homestead  exemption  from  any 
cause  ceases  to  exist,  so  that  the  premises  become  liable  to  levy 
and  sale,  then  the  first  levy  thereafter  will  bind  the  property, 
whether  the  writ  was  issued  on  a  senior  or  a  junior  judgment.^ 
In  this  case  there  were  two  judgments  recovered  against  the  owner 
and  occupier  of  a  homestead^  at  different  times,  upon  the  younger 

1  ^orriB  V.  Kidd,  28  Ark.  492,  497. 

'  Green  v.  Marks,  25  HI.  225,  the  court  sajing:  "It  not  being  under  a  lien  or  liable 
to  sale  when  he  purchased,  he  must  acquire  and  hold  it  in  the  same  condition."  To 
the  same  point  are  Fishback  v.  Lane,  86  ni.  487;  Bliss  v.  Clark,  89  HI.  596;  Goodell 
V,  Blumer,  41  Wis.  486 ;  Lamb  v.  Shays,  14  Iowa,  567 ;  Oummings  v.  Long,  16  Iowa, 
41 ;  Morris  v.  Ward,  5  Kan.  289.  A  Texas  court  states  the  rule  inaccurately  in  the 
following  language:  "We  think  it  clear  that  the  debtor  had  the  right  to  sell  his 
homestead  and  acquire  another  with  the  proceeds,  or  otherwise,  without  subjecting  it 
to  his  general  debts,  or  to  any  lien  not  made  specific  by  valid  contract."  Black  b, 
Epperson,  40  Texas,  187.  It  cannot  be  possible  that  the  title  of  the  purchaser  of  a 
debtor's  homestead  can  be  affected  by  any  subsequent  act  or  omission  of  his  vendor  in 
acquiring  or  not  acquiring  a  new  homestead. 

s  Bliss  V.  Clark,  89  111.  590. 
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of  which  an  execution  was  sued  out ;  whereupon  the  debtor  and 
wife  released  their  homestead  right  to  the  plaintiff  in  this  judg- 
ment, and  such  release  was  followed  by  a  levy  and  sale  there- 
under. Subsequently,  and  after  the  debtor  had  abandoned  the 
premises,  an  execution  was  sued  out  upon  the  elder  judgment 
and  levied  upon  the  premises,  and  they  were  sold.  The  court 
held  that  all  of  the  debtor's  title  passed  to  the  purchaser  under 
the  younger  judgment.^  And,  when  the  owner  of  a  homestead 
sells  it  and  delivers  possession  to  the  grantee,  the  gnintee  will 
hold  it  discharged  of  the  lien  of  a  judgment,  although  the  deed 
to  him  did  not  waive  the  homestead  right  of  the  grantor  by  ex- 
press words,  as  required  under  the  Illinois  statute.  The  delivery 
of  possession  is  held  to  be  an  abandonment  in  favor  of  the 
grantee,  though  no  abandonment  as  to  third  persons.^ 

§  399.  Continued — The  contrary  Bnle  a  Restraint  upon 
Alienation. — On  the  other  hand,  from  the  rule  that  the  lien  of 
a  judgment  attaches  to  the  homestead  during  its  occupancy  as 
such,  remaining  dormant,  however,  while  such  occupancy  con- 
tinues, but  springiug  into  life  when  it  ceases,  flows  the  conse- 
quence that  the  debtor  cannot,  while  judgments  stand  against 
him  unsatisfied,  mortgage  or  sell  his  homestead,  except  subject  to 
the  liens  of  such  judgments ;  ^  that,  if  he  removes  from  such 
homestead  with  the  view  of  acquiring  another,  the  judgment  lien 
instantly  becomes  active,  and  the  premises  may  be  sold.*  An 
insolvent  debtor  is  thus  reduced  to  a  mere  usufructuary  interest 
in  his  homestead,  the  enjoyment  of  which  depends  upon  uninter- 
rupted occupancy.  He  can  neither  remove  from  it,  nor  incumber 
it,  nor  sell  it,  even  for  the  purpose  of  acquiring  another  home- 
stead more  suitable  to  his  condition  or  wants.  If  it  is  an  urban 
homestead,  it  may  become,  in  course  of  time,  surrounded  with 
unwholesome  and  offensive  manufacturing  establishments,  and,  at 
the  same  time,  if  he  could  sell  it»  it  might  command  a  ready  price 


1  Bliss  V.  Clark,  supra, 
»  Fiflhback  v.  Lane,  86  Dl.  487. 

»  Hoyt  V,  Howe,  8  Wis.  762 ;  Folsom  v.  Carli,  6  Minn.  888,  387 ;  Moore  v.  Granger, 
80  Ark.  674. 
*  Tilloteon  v.  Millard,  7  Minn.  618. 
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for  such  purposes.  But  he  cannot  escape  from  it  with  his  family 
without  suiTendering  it  to  his  creditors.  Such  a  homestead  may, 
indeed,  be  the  asylum  of  an  unfortunate  debtor,  but,  under  the 
operation  of  such  a  rule,  it  may  also  become  his  piison  and  his 
grave. 

§  400.   liiens  on  Homestead  not  dissolved  by  Bankruptcy*  — 

Keeping  in  mind  that,  by  the  terms  of  the  Bankrupt  Act,  prop- 
erty exempt  by  the  laws  of  the  state  from  seizure  on  attachment 
or  execution  does  not  pass  by  the  assignment  in  bankruptcy  to 
the  assignee,  but  remains  the  absolute  property  of  the  bank- 
rupt,^ we  are  prepared  for  the  conclusion  that,  where  the  lien  of 
a  judgment,  execution,  or  attachment  has  attached  to  such  of  a 
debtor's  property  as  is  otherwise  exempt  from  seizure  by  the  laws 
of  the  state,  and  such  propeily  is  set  apart  to  him  as  being  so 
exempt  by  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  the  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy and  his  discharge  therein  do  not  have  the  effect  of  releas- 
ing such  liens.'  In  Illinois,  whilst,  as  already  seen,'  the  lien  of 
a  judgment  does  not  attach  to  the  homestead  of  the  debtor,  yet 
this  refers  to  the  homestead  when  it  does  not  exceed  in  value 
11,000,  the  statutory  limit;  as  to  any  excess  above  this  limit, 
the  lien  does  attach.  Accordingly,  where  mortgaged  property 
was  set  off  to  a  bankrupt  by  the  assignee  as  a  homestead,  subject 
to  an  incumbrance  thereon,  and  the  debtor  afterwards  redeemed 
from  the  mortgage,  it  was  held  that  the  property  in  excess  of  the 
value  of  1 1,000  became  liable  to  a  sale  on  execution  under  a 
judgment  rendered  against  him  subsequently  to  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage,  and  prior  to  his  discharge  in  bankruptcy.  In  a 
late  case  in  Georgia  an  attempt  was  made  to  create  a  distinction 
between  enforcing  a  judgment,  after  bankruptcy,  against  prop- 
erty never  in  any  way  dealt  with  by  the  assignee  or  by  the  bank- 
rupt court,  and  enforcing  it  against  property  set  apart  in  due  form 
to  the  bankrupt  as  exempt,  whether  exempt  legally  as  against 
such  judgment  or  not.  The  latter  was  said  to  be  administered 
in  bankruptcy;  the  former,  not.     But  the  court  said:    ^^The 

1  Biz  V.  Capitol  Bank,  2  Dill.  867. 

t  Biuh  V.  Lester,  55  Ga.  679;  Jackson  v.  Alien,  80  Ark.  110;  Robinson  v.  Wilson, 
16  Kan.  695. 
•  Ante,  I  890. 
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distinction  is  unsound,  in  so  far  as  it  is  applied  to  exemptions 
measured  by  the  state  laws,  and  of  that  class  is  the  exemption 
of  land.  The  assignee  acquires  no  title,  and  imparts  none  to  the 
bankrupt.  He  admeasures  and  values,  and  allows  the  bankrupt 
to  retain.  The  latter  has  precisely  the  same  title  after  his 
exempt  property  is  set  apart  as  he  had  before  it.  Liens  upon 
it  are  neither  extinguished  nor  removed.  His  protection  there- 
after as  to  those  liens,  unless  he  can  show  assets  for  them  in  the 
hands  of  the  assignee,  depends  wholly  on  the  state  law.  What 
has  been  done  by  the  assignee  is  equivalent  to  compliance  with 
the  state  statutes  in  assigning  homestead  or  claiming  exemption, 
but  has  no  higher  validity  or  greater  sanctity.  If  creditors  come 
who  have  compounded  their  liens  with  the  assignee,  or  who  have 
proved  their  claims  in  bankruptcy,  they  can  be  resisted.  If 
others  come  who  have  not  done  so,  they  can  enforce  their  liens 
or  not,  according  as  they  might  or  might  not  have  enforced  them 
against  the  property  if  it  had  been  set  apart  under  the  state  law^ 
in  the  method  prescribed  by  that  law,  without  any  proceeding 
in  bankruptcy  whatever.  Exemption  granted  in  bankruptcy, 
resting  on  the  state  law,  has  precisely  the  same  effect  against 
prior  liens  as  exemption  granted  out  of  bankruptcy,  or  by  the 
instrumentalities  appointed  by  the  state.  In  respect  to  the  latter , 
it  is  well  settled  by  repeated  rulings  that  a  creditor,  having  a  lien 
that  ovenides  the  exemption,  may  assert  it  without  contesting 
the  right  with  the  debtor  on  the  hearing  of  his  application.^  In 
Gumming  v.  Clegg'  a  moilgagee  was  allowed  to  foreclose  after 
the  property  mortgaged  had  been  set  apart  to  the  mortgageor,  in 
bankruptcy,  as  exempt.  The  Bankrupt  Act  preserves  all  liens 
alike,  and  the  debtor's  discharge  is  granted  with  that  implied 
qualification.  What  each  lien  will  bind  (beyond  what  is  disen- 
gaged from  it  by  the  act,  without  reference  to  the  state  law) 
depends  upon  the  exemption  laws  of  the  state." ' 

§  401.    Application  of  this  Rnle  to  Attachment  liiens.  — The 

Bankrupt  Act,  by  its  terms,  dissolves  all  attachments  made  within 

1  Chambliss  v,  Phelps,  89  Ga.  886;  Harris  v.  Colquit,  44  Ga.  668;  Patterson  v. 
Wallace,  47  Ga.  458 ;  Wofford  o.  Gaines;  68  Ga.  485. 
'  »  52  Ga.  605. 

*  Bush  V.  Lester,  55  Gku  581. 
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four  months  next  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings.^  Some  of  the  Federal  courts  have  held  th:it 
attachments  levied  upon  exempt  property  within  four  months  of 
the  commencement  of  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  are  dissolved .• 
But  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  has  held  that  the  statute  oper- 
ates to  dissolve  only  such  attachments  as  have  been  levied  on  prop- 
erty passing  to  the  assignee,  and,  hence,  that  it  does  not  dissolve 
attachments  levied  upon  exempt  property.'  Therefore,  where  a 
valid  attachment  had  been  levied  upon  property  which  afterwards 
became  the  homestead  of  the  debtor,  and  proceedings  in  bank- 
ruptcy supervened,  resulting  in  the  debtor's  discharge,  these 
proceedings  had  no  eflfect  upon  the  lien  of  the  attachment,  and 
it  could  afterwards  be  enforced  in  the  state  court/ 

§  402.  To  the  liiens  of  Judgments.  —  In  those  states  where 
the  liens  of  judgments  are  not  excluded,  but  only  suspended  by 
the  intervention  of  an  estate  of  homestead,  it  follows  that,  if  the 
lieu  of  a  judgment  has  attached  to  the  debtor's  homestead,  and 
the  debtor  is  afterwards  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  and  the  judgment 
is  not  proved  in  the  court  of  bankruptcy,  and  the  homestead  is 
duly  set  apait  to  the  debtor  in  such  court,  and  the  debtor,  in 
diie  course  of  proceedings,  obtains  his  discharge,  he  cannot,  even 
then,  alienate  his  homestead,  giving  a  clear  title  thereto ;  for  it 
continues  as  before — subject  to  the  lien  of  the  j  udgment.*  It  was 
said,  in  such  a  case,  that  the  act  of  the  bankrupt  couit,  in  setting 
apart  to  the  debtor  his  homestead,  invested  him  with  no  new 
rights,  but  merely  protected  him  in  the  enjoyment  of  such  home- 
stead exemption  as  was  given  by  the  state  laws.  After  the  home- 
stead was  assigned  and  set  apart  to  him  by  the  bankrupt  court, 
the  lien  of  the  judgment  upon  the  homestead  could  not  be  en- 
forced so  long  as  he  continued  to  occupy  it  as  a  family  residence, 
either  by  the  bankrupt  court  or  by  the  state  coui-t.  He  could 
have  remained  on  the  home  and  enjoyed  it  during  his  life ;  his 

1  U.  S.  Key.  Stat,  {  6044. 

*  JRe  EUifl,  1 K.  B.  K  656;  i2e  Hambright,  2  K.  6.  B.  408 ;  iZe  Stevens,  5  N.  B.  B. 
208. 

'  Robinson  v.  Wilson,  16  Kan.  695. 

*  Robinson  v,  Wilson,  supra. 
^  Bush  v.  Lester,  66  Ga.  679. 
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wife  could  have  held  it  as  a  home  after  his  death,  dilring  her 
life  ;  and  her  children,  while  minors,  could  have  remained  upon  it 
under  the  protection  of  the  law  when  she  was  gone.  In  the 
meantime  the  creditor  could  revive  and  keep  alive  his  judgment 
lien  upon  the  land,  but  could  not  enforce  it  by  execution  so  long 
as  the  land  remained  protected  by  law  as  a  homestead  ;  nor  could 
the  judgment  have  been  revived  and  enforced  against  the  debtor 
personally,  or  against  any  property  acquired  by  him  after  he  was 
adjudged  a  bankrupt,  he  having  been  discharged  from  all  per- 
sonal legal  obligations  to  pay  the  debt,  and  the  statute  lien  of 
the  judgment  on  the  land  only  remaining,  and  subject  to  be 
revived  and  continued.* 

'  Jackson  9.  AUen,  80  Ark.  110. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

ErFECT  OF  FRAUDS  UPON  EXEMPTION  PRIVILEGES. 
ARTICLE  L — ErFXCT   of  fbattdxtlznt   GoNYXYAxrcxB  itpov  the  BsoBt  OF 

HOMXSTXAD. 

BxcTioN  404.  Scope  of  this  Chapter. 

405-407.  Fraudulent  Conveyances  no  Bar  to  Dower — The  Doctrine  stated  and 
illustrated. 
408.  The  same  Principles  applicahle  to  the  Right  of  Homestead* 
409-412.  Reasons  given  in  Support  of  the  Rule. 

413.  Applications  of  the  Rule. 
414, 416.  Contrary  Views — How  if  Judgment  Liens  hind  the  Homestead. 

416.  Doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Dlinois. 

417.  Doctrine  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Hampshire — Latent  Rights  of 

Creditors. 

418.  Fraudulent  Grantee  acquires  no  Rights  against  Creditors  and  Purchasers. 

419.  Fraudulent  Conveyance  of  one  Homestead  cuts  off  Right  to  another. 

420.  Setting  aside  fraudulent  Conveyances  of  the  Homestead. 

421.  Fraudulent  Preference  of  Creditors. 

422.  Frauds  atjudicial  Sale  of  Homestead. 

ARTICLE  H. — Effect  of  Frattds  ttpoit  the  Chattel  Ezemptiov. 

SscTiOK  426.  The  Authorities  conflicting — General  Views. 

426.  Views  of  the  Pennsylvania  Judges. 

427,  428.  Application  of  these  Views— Liability  of  levying  Oflicers. 

429.  Early  Doctrine  in  Indiana. 

430-482.  Contrary  Views — Fraud  does  not  destroy  Right  of  Exemption. 

488.  Early  Doctrine  in  Illinois — Fraudulent  Transfers  destroy  Exemption 

484.  This  Doctrine  overruled. 

436.  The  resulting  Doctrine. 

486.  Assignment  reserving  exempt  Property. 

437.  Fraudulent  Concealment. 

438.  Claim  of  Exemption  by  iVaudnlent  Transferee. 

ABTICLE  I. — Effect  of  fraudulent  Conveyances  upon  the  Rioht 

of  Homestead. 

§  404.  Scope  of  this  Chapter.  —  In  a  discussion  of  the  effect 
of  frauds  upon  the  right  of  a  debtor  to  avail  himself  of  the  bene- 
fit of  exemption  laws,  the  subject  is  capable  of  a  division  into  the 

foUoydng  heads : 
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1.  Frauds  in  the  creation  of  the  particular  debt  against  which 
the  exemption  is  claimed.  This  branch  of  the  question  has  been 
treated  under  the  head  of  privileged  debts. ^ 

2.  Frauds  which  consist  in  converting  property  or  money, 
capable  of  being  reached  by  existing  creditors,  into  a  family 
homestead,  or  other  property  which  by  law  is  specifically  exempt 
from  execution.  This  subject  has  likewise  been  treated  else- 
where, so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  homestead  exemption.' 

3.  Fraudulent  conveyances  of  property  already  exempt  from 
execution.  These  conveyances  divide  themselves  into  two 
classes:  first,  conveyances  which  consist  of  a  fraudulent  assign- 
ment of  all  the  specifically-exempted  property  the  debtor  has ; 
second,  conveyances  which  consist  of  a  fraudulent  assignment  of 
all  the  property  the  debtor  has,  except  that  which  is  specifically 
exempted  by  law.  In  the  following  discussion  I*  have  not 
attempted  to  preserve  with  distinctness  this  classification,  be- 
lieving that  it  would  rather  tend  to  introduce  confusion  into  the 
already  crude  and  discordant  elements  with  which  I  have  had  to 
deal.  The  reader  will,  however,  appreciate  the  impoitance  of 
these  distinctions,  and  will  discover  in  the  views  of  the  courts, 
set  out  at  considerable  length,  that  they  have  occasionally  im- 
pressed themselves  upon  the  judicial  mind.*  Many  courts  have 
discovered  a  resemblance  between  the  rights  of  the  wife  under 
exemption  laws  and  her  right  of  dower.  I  shall,  therefore,  intro- 
duce this  discussion  with  a  short  digi'ession  with  referejace  to 
the  efiect  of  fraudulent  conveyances  upon  the  right  of  dower. 

§  405.    Fraudulent  Oonveyajace  no  Bar  to  I>ower.  —  It  has 

been  frequently  held  that  a  conveyance  by  husband  and  wife  of 
real  estate  in  which  the  wife  has  an  inchoate  right  of  dower, 
subsequently  set  aside  as  being  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  will 
not  operate  to  bar  an  assignment  of  dower.  The  theory  of  the 
cases  appears  to  be  that  a  conveyance  thus  set  aside  at  the  suit 
of  creditors,  for  fraud,  is  to  be  treated  as  a  mere  nullity  —  as 

»  Ante,  i  882. 
.    *  Ante,  i  805  et  aeq.  , 

•  In  the  Southern  Law  Review  for  April-May,  1878,  will  be  found  an  instractive 
article,  on  this  subject,  from  the  experienced  pen  of  Orlando  F.  Bump,  Esq. 
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though  it  had  never  been  made  —  and  that  the  wife's  inchoate 
right  of  dower  is,  therefore,  wholly  unaffected  by  it;  that  whilst, 
the  conveyance  subsisting,  she  would  be  estopped  to  assert  her 
light  of  dower  as  against  the  fraudulent  grantee,  yet,  the  convey- 
ance being  annulled,  the  creditors  of  her  husband  can,  as  against 
her,  derive  no  advantage  from  it.^  Another  reason  given  is  that 
*'the  right  to  dower,  though  consummate  on  the  death  of  the 
husband,  rests  in  action  only.  Before  the  assignment  it  cannot 
be  aliened  by  the  widow  nor  sold  on  execution  against  her. 
She  may  release  it  to  the  owner  of  the  fee,  but  cannot  transfer  it 
to  a  stranger.  It  attends  the  estate,  and  is  only  severed  from  it 
by  assignment.*'*  Again,  it  has  been  said  that  the  wife  could 
not  have  released  dower  by  herself  to  the  fraudulent  grantee. 
**  It  cannot  exist  as  a  separate  right  in  him  or  his  grantee,  dis- 
associated, so  to  speak,  from  the  interest  or  estate  of  the  hus- 
band." »- 

§  406.  Applications  of  this  Rule. — In  looking  for  applica- 
tions of  this  rule,  we  find  that  it  has  been  held  that  if  a  creditor, 
during  the  life  of  a  husband,  levies  an  execution  upon  land  thus 
fraudulently  conveyed  with  release  of  dower,  and  recovers  the 
land  in  a  real  action  against  the  fraudulent  grantee,  on  the  ground 
that  the  conveyance  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  creditors, 
the  wife  is  restored  to  her  rights,  and,  on  the  death  of  her  hus- 
band, may  recover  dower  of  such  creditor  or  of  his  assigns.*  So, 
where  a  husband,  by  a  deed  in  which  his  wife  joined  to  release 
dower,  conveyed  land  to  a  third  person,  who  conveyed  it  back  to 
the  wife,  and  subsequently  both  deeds  were  set  aside  as  being 
fraudulent  as  against  creditors,  it  was  held  the  wife's  inchoate 
right  of  dower  was  not  merged  in  the  fee  conveyed  to  her  so  as 
to  prevent  her  from  claiming  it  after  the  deed  to  her  was  set 

^  Dugan  V.  Massey,  6  Bush,  81 ;  Lo-wry  v.  Fisher,  2  Bush,  70 ;  Summers  v.  Babb,  18 
HI.  488;  Morton  v.  Noble,  67  111.  176;  Robinson  v.  Bates,  8  Mete.  40;  Richardson  v, 
Wyman,  62  Me.  280;  Malony  v.  Horan,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (n.  s.)  289;  Cox  v.  Wilder,  2 
Dill.  46 :  Morton  v.  Noble,  4  C.  L.  N.  167 ;  Woodworth  v.  Paige,  6  Ohio  St.  7a 

*  Treat,  J.,  in  Summers  v.  Babb,  18  ni.  483. 

»  Cox  V,  Wilder,  2  Dill.  47. 

^  Robinson  v.  Bates,  8  Mete.  40. 
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aside.^  So,  where  a  husband  conveyed  to  his  wife  certain  land  in 
which  she  had  an  inchoate  right  of  dower,  and  afterwards  both 
husband  and  wife  conveyed  it  to  a  third  person,  and  a  judgment- 
creditor  procured  a  decree  setting  aside  both  conveyances  as 
being  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  him,*  and  ordering  the  grantees 
to  relinquish  all  their  apparent  interest  to  him  except  the  dower 
of  the  female  grantor,  it  was  held  that  she,  after  her  husband's 
decease,  might  maintain  an  action  to  recover  dower  in  the  premi- 
ses.' So,  in  settinc"  aside  a  fraudulent  convevance  in  which  the 
wife  has  released  dower,  at  the  suit  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy, 
it  is  error  to  vest  title  in  the  assignee  discharged  of  the  wife's 
dower.  It  is  said  that  the  assignee  **  succeeds  to  all  the  interests 
of  the  bankrupt,  and  represents  his  creditors  so  far  as  to  enable 
him  to  attack  conveyances  made  by  the  bankrupt  in  fraud  of  their 
rights.  He  claims  that  the  deed  is  void  as  to  creditors,  and  on 
this  ground  alone  he  attacks  it ;  and  upon  this  ground  alone  has 
he  any  right  to  the  property.  He  says  it  is  void  as  to  creditors 
because  fraudulent,  and  for  this  reason  asks  to  be  invested  with 
the  title  which  it  fraudulently  conveyed.  He  cannot  claim  under 
it,  and  must  claim  against  it.  When  it  is  decreed  fraudulent  and 
void  at  his  instance,  how  can  he  set  it  up  to  defeat  the  right  of 
the  wife  to  dower?  Such  a  position  involves  this  inconsistency : 
that  it  asks  that  the  same  instrument  be  held  void  as  to  creditors, 
and  then  in  their  favor  held  valid  as  to  the  wife.  *  •  •  When 
we  consider  the  intimate  and  confidential  relations  between  hus- 

^  Malony  v.  Horan,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (n.  s.)  289 ;  compare,  as  to  the  right  of  homestead. 
Castle  V.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  Murphy  v.  Crouch,  24  Wis.  866. 

*  Wyman  v.  Fox,  69  Me.  100. 

•  Richardson  «.  Wyman,  62  Me.  881.  Appleton,  C.  J.,  said:  "The  deed  to  de- 
mandant releasing  to  her  the  fee  being  avoided  for  fraud,  the  tenant  "would  set  it  up 
as  an  existent  estate  to  bar  the  dower  to  which  she  would  otherwise  be  entitled.  If 
no  conveyance  had  been  made  by  Amos  Wyman  to  his  wife,  her  right  to  dower  would 
have  been  unquestioned.  Reduced  to  the  ultimate  elements,  the  proposition  is  that  a 
deed  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  the  tenant,  and  which  has  been  avoided  by  him,  may, 
after  such  avoidance,  be  set  up  by  him  as  a  valid  and  existent  deed,  for  the  purpose  of 
defeating  and  destroying  a  right  to  which  the  demandant  would  unquestionably  have 
been  entitled  had  no  such  deed  been  executed.  Wlien  a  lesser  estate  is  merged  in  a 
greater,  the  greater  estate  must  be  assumed  as  valid  and  continuing.  There  can  be  no 
merger  when  the  estates  are  successive  and  not  concurrent^  and  where  the  greater 
estate  is  void  and  has  been  avoided." 
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band  and  wife ;  the  control  and  influence  of  the  latter  over  the 
former  in  matters  of  business ;  the  public  policy  in  which  the 
right  of  dower  has  its  origin  and  support  in  the  law,  namely,  a 
provision  for  the  widow ;  and  that,  if  the  fraudulent  conveyance 
had  not  been  made,  the  dower  right  would  have  been  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  creditors  or  the  assignee,  we  find  it  difficult  to  resist 
the  conviction  that,  as  between  the  wife  and  the  assignee,  the 
equity  as  to  the  dower  right  is  with  her,  and  that  to  deprive  her 
of  it  is,  in  substance  and  effect,  to  punish  her  for  the  intended, 
but  (by  the  decree  the  couit  makes)  the  ineffectual,  fraud  of  the 
husband."^ 

§  407.  The  Doctrine  of  Estoppel. — In  such  cases  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  has  been  urged  by  the  successful  creditor  against 
the  demand  of  the  widow  for  an  assignment  of  her  dower.  But 
although  it  has  been  intimated  in  one  case,^  and  doubted  in 
another,'  and  denied  in  a  third  ,^  that,  as  against  the  grantee,  she 
is  estopped  by  her  deed  to  claim  dower,  yet  all  the  cases  seem  to 
agree  that  such  an  estoppel  does  not  operate  in  favor  of  a  cred- 
itor,* in  favor  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,*  or  other  stranger  to 
the  conveyance;  since  **an  estoppel,  to  be  binding,  must  be 
reciprocal,  and  parties  and  privies  only  are  bound  thereby/'^ 
In  the  Kentucky  case,  where  the  question  was  directly  presented 
as  between  the  wife  of  the  fraudulent  grantor  and  the  grantee,  it 
was  held  that  the  former  was  not  estopped  by  her  relinquish- 
ment of  dower  to  claim  it  again  as  against  the  grantee.*   In  Ohio 

»  Cox  V.  Wilder,  2  DUL  46;  U.S.  Oir.  Ot  EasL  Dis.  Mo.,  opinion  by  Dillon,  Cir. 
J. ;  Krekel,  Dis.  J.,  concurring.  Approved  in  McFarland  v.  Qtoodman,  6  Bias.  117, 
Hopkins,  J. 

'  Cox  V.  Wilder,  mpra. 

>  Robinson  v.  Bates,  8  Hetc  42. 

^  Lockett  V.  James,  8  Bush,  28. 

*  Kobinson  v.  Bates,  supra. 

*  Cox  V.  Wilder,  supra* 

*  Wilde,  J.,  in  Kobinson  v.  Bates,  supra, 

'  Lockett  V.  James,  8  Bush,  28.  The  facts  were  that,  a  decree  having  been  rendered 
setting  aside  the  fraudulent  conveyance  at  the  suit  of  creditors,  the  grantee  appealed, 
on  the  ground  that  the  court  erred  in  exposing  the  dower  interest  to  sale  in  payment 
of  the  husband's  debts.  The  court,  after  referring  to  its  former  decisions  upon  the 
subject  (Lowry  v.  Fisher,  2  Bush,  70,  and  Dugan  v.  Massey,  6  Bush,  81),  said  that  they 
were  not  conclusive  of  the  question  whether  the  surviving  wife  is  not  estopped  by  her 
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the  same  conclusion  has  been  reached ;  but  upon  the  broader 
ground  that,  since  the  wife's  dower  is  not  answerable  for  the 
husband's  debts,  as  to  it  thei^e  can  be  no  fraudulent  conveyance. 
And,  since  the  wife  in  such  cases  acts  under  the  influence  of  her 
husband,  a  court  ought  not  refuse  her  its  aid  in  recovering  her 
dower  from  a  grantee  to  whom  she  has  conveyed  it  without  con- 
sideration, she  having  been  guilty  of  no  fraud.^ 

• 

§  408.    This  Doctrine  applicable  to  Homestead. — Do  the 

same  principles  apply  also  to  the  right  of  homestead  ?  Most  of 
the  cases  answer  this  question  in  the  affirmative,  and  hold  that  a 
conveyance  set  aside  for  fraud,  at  the  suit  of  the  husband's  cred- 
itors, does  not  estop  the  grantor,  or  his  wife,  from  claiming 
homestead  in  the  premises  thus  conveyed.'     Such  a  conveyance 

relinquishment  of  dower  in  the  fraudulent  conveyance  as  against  the  grantee  in  that 
deed.  **If  she  is,"  said  the  court,  "it  must  logically  result  that  the  appeUant  could 
successfiilly  resist  the  judgment  of  sale  as  to  the  dower  which  she  claimed."  In  saying 
this  the  court  evidently  overlooked  the  principle  that,  the  husband  living,  the  wife's 
potential  right  of  dower  cannot  be  disassociated  from  the  fee.  It  is  either  lost  entirely, 
as  where  the  wife  relinquishes  it  to  the  owner  of  the  fee,  or  it  inheres  in  the  fee,  as 
where  the  land  is  sold  to  pay  the  husband's  debts.  See  Summers  v.  Babb,  13  111.  488 ; 
Wilder  v.  Cox,  2  Dill.  45.  It  would  seem  that  this  would  have  been  a  clearer  grotmd 
on  which  to  rest  the  conclusion  of  the  court  than  on  the  non-existence  of  an  estoppeL 
''But,"  continues  the  court,  'Hhe  absolute  invalidity  of  the  deed  as  a  conveyance 
of  the  legal  title  being  judicially  established  and  admitted,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that, 
upon  its  avoidance  at  the  instance  of  the  creditors  of  Geoige  Payne,  it  was  no  longer 
effectual  as  between  the  appellant  and  the  surviving  widow  as  a  bar  to  her  right  of 
dower,  either  as  a  conveyance  or  an  estoppel."  1  Scrib.  on  Dower,  610 ;  1  Washb.  on 
Beal  Prop.  183 ;  Bobinson  v.  Bates,  8  Mete  40.  This  case  differs  essentially  from  that 
of  Cantrill  v.  Risk,  7  Bush,  160,  in  which  the  wife  of  a  grantor  was  held  to  be  bound 
by  her  relinquishment  of  dower  in  a  deed  which  was  not  avoided  for  actual  fraud,  but 
made  to  operate  under  the  act  of  1856  as  an  assignment  of  the  grantor's  property  for 
the  benefit  of  creditors.    Compare  Edmondson  v,  Hyde,  2  Sawyer,  205. 

*  Woodworth  v.  Paige,  5  Ohio  St  70,  opinion  by  Thurman,  J. 

•  Cox  V,  Wilder,  2  DiU.  46 ;  a.  c,  7  N.  B.  R.  241 ;  Smith  v.  Kehr,  2  Dill.  60,  68 ; 
Danforth  v,  Beattie,  43  Vt.  138 ;  Kuevan  v,  Specker,  11  Bush,  1 ;  Crummen  v.  Ben- 
net,  68  N.  C.  494;  Sears  v.  Ha&ks,  14  Ohio  St.  298;  Pennington  v.  Seal,  49  Miss. 
618,  527;  Edmonson  v.  Meacham,  50  Miss.  84;  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401; 
McFarland  v.  Goodman,  6  Biss.  Ill ;  Smith  o.  Bumsoy,  83  Mich.  183, 191  (overruling 
dictum  in  Herschfeldt  c.  George,  6  Mich.  456);  Dreutzer  u.  Bell,  11  Wis.  114;  Mur- 
phy t;.  Crouch,  24  Wis.  366 ;  Pike  v.  Miles,  28  Wis.  164 ;  Vogler  v.  Montgomery,  54 
Mo.  577 ;  ».  c,  1  C.  L.  J.  66 ;  Wood  v.  Chambers,  20  Texas,  247, 254 ;  Hugunin  v.  Dewey, 
20  Iowa,  868 ;  White  o.  Givens,  29  La.  An.  571 ;  Succession  of  Cottenham,  29  La.  Ajl 
669;  MuUer  v.  Inderreiden,  79  HI.  882.  Contra^  Piper  v.  Johnston,  12  Minn.  60; 
Getzler  v.  Saroni,  18  HI.  611 ;  Chambers  v.  Sallie,  29  Ark.  407 ;  Huey's  Appeal,  29  Pa. 
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does  not  constitute  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead  such  as 
opens  it  to  creditors.^ 

§  409.  Reason  of  the  Bole.  —  Two  general  reasons  for  this 
rule  may  be  deduced  from  the  cases  :  First,  that  the  homestead 
privilege  is  created  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  children,  as 
well  as  for  that  of  the  husband  and  father ;  and,  therefore,  it  is 
not  right  thut  the  former  should  be  prejudiced  by  the  wrongful 
act  of  the  latter.*  Second,  that,  the  conveyance  being  void  us  to 
creditors,  it  stands  as  to  them  as  though  ijt  had  never  been 
made.  If  it  had  not  been  made,  the  debtor,  or  his  wife,  could 
have  asserted  the  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises  against 
them ;  and  they  cannot  assume  the  inconsistent  positions  of  as- 
serting the  nullity  of  the  conveyance  and  claiming  a  right  under 
it.*    In  other  words,  a  fraudulent  conveyance  does  not  enlarge 

St.  219 ;  McClurgv.  Johnson,  Sup.  Ct  Tenn.,  Nash.  Com.  &  Leg.  R.,  Oct.  11, 1876 ;  «.  c, 
2  Law  &  Eq.  B.  78 :  Currier  v.  Sutherland,  54  N.  H.  478.  "  A  conveyance  of  the  home- 
stead for  a  valuable  eonaideration  cannot  he  void  as  to  creditors,  from  whose  claims 
it  is  a  permanent,  enduring  exemption,  placed  heyond  the  power  even  of  the  legis- 
lative authority.    Woods  v.  Chamhers,  20  Texas,  254. 

*  Hugunin  v.  Dewey,  20  Iowa,  868. 

*  *'  He  can  not  maintain  it  to  he  hoth  good  and  had.    The  law  allows  no  such  para- 
dox."   McFarland  v.  Goodman,  6  Biss.  117,  Hopkins,  J. 

'  Cox  V.  Wilder,  2  Dill.  49.  In  this  case,  Dillon,  J.,  said :  "  Since  the  exemption 
is  allowed  only  to  the  head  of  a  family,  it  is  ohvious  that  the  provision  is  not  made 
solely  on  account  of  the  hushand,  hut  has  in  view  also  the  wife  and  children  —  the 
family.  *  *  *  The  assignee  does  not,  and  can  not,  claim  under  that  deed,  hut  in 
hostility  to  it;  and,  when  it  is  avoided  and  the  title  placed  in  the  assignee,  I  do  not 
think  (in  view  of  the  purpose  of  the  exemption)  that  the  hushand  is  estopped,  as 
against  the  assignee,  to  claim  the  right  to  the  homestead,  or  the  value,  to  the  extent 
given  hy  the  statute.  This  view  does  not  make  the  estate  any  less  than  if  the  fraudu- 
lent conveyance  had  not  heen  made,  while  the  opposite  view  gives  the  creditors  a 
profit  out  of  the  attempted  fVaud,  at  the  expense  of  the  family,  for  whose  henefit  the 
exemption  is  mainly,  if  not  wholly,  provided.  If  the  law  gave  to  a  single  man  the 
light  to  this  exemption,  it  would  accord  with  the  natural  desire  to  punish  fraud,  to 
visit  a  penalty  upon  him ;  hut  to  denounce  a  forfeiture  of  the  homestead  where  there 
is  a  family  suhverts  the  policy  on  which  the  exemption  is  provided  and  allowed." 
The  same  view  was  taken  in  an  ahly-reasoned  case  in  the  United  States  Circuit  Court 
for  the  Eastern  District  of  Wisconsin,  in  which  the  opinion  was  delivered  hy  the  late 
District  Judge  Hopkins.  McFarland  v.  Goodman,  6  Biss.  111.  That  ahle  judge  held 
that,  although  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead,  executed  hy  a  hankrupt  to  his  wife, 
has  heen  set  aside  at  the  suit  of  the  assignee  in  hankruptcy,  the  homestead  rights 
remain,  and  the  assignee  holds  suhject  to  them.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri,  in 
Vogler  V,  Montgomery,  54  Mo.  677,  have  followed  and  approved  Cox  r.  Wilder.  In 
that  case  it  appeared  that  the  dehtor  had,  prior  to  the  levy,  conveyed  his  title  to  the 
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the  rights  of  creditors,  but  leaves  them  to  enforce  the  rights  they 
would  have  had  if  no  such  conveyance  had  been  made.^ 

§  410.  Continued.  —  Expressed  in  still  another  Avny,  the  in- 
terest which  the  creditor  has  in  the  property  by  virtue  of  his  lieu 
is  a  derivative  interest^  proceeding  from  the  debtor  and  depend- 
ent upon  his  title.  Hence  the  creditor  cannot  acquire  a  right 
under  the  debtor's  title,  and  at  the  same  time  impeach  that  title. 
He  cannot  sell,  under  his  execution,  the  debtor's  title,  and  at  the 
same  time  deny  th©  debtor's  rights  of  homestead  on  the  ground 
that  the  latter  has  no  title.* 

premises  to  a  third  penon,  and,  upon  this  ground,  it  was  claimed  that  he  had  forfeited 
the  protection  of  the  homestead  law.  "If  this  conveyance  was  in  good  faith,"  said 
Nap  ton,  J.,  **and  valid,  then  it  is  ohvious  that  an  execution  and  a  sale  under  it  would 
convey  nothing ;  hut,  if  it  was  fraudulent,  ♦  *  *  then  the  title  was  in  Vogler,  and 
the  homestead  law  exempted  it  from  execution." 

1  Cox  V.  Wilder,  2  Dill.  49 ;  Kuevan  v.  Specker,  11  Bush,  8 ;  Crummen  v.  Bennett 
68  N.  C.  494 ;  McFarland  v.  Goodman,  6  Biss.  111.  "  These  appellees,"  said  Piyor,  J., 
in  the  Kentucky  case,  "  are  asking  now  to  suhject  the  property  to  the  payment  of  their 
dehts  upon  the  ground  that  the  conveyance  to  the  son  was  ft*audulent  and  void  as  to 
creditors ;  and,  if  made  liahle  by  the  chancellor,  it  must  be  for  the  reason  that  it  is  still 
the  property  of  Theodore  Kuevan,  the  debtor.  If  his  property  (himself  and  his  wife 
being  still  in  possession),  the  creditors  will  not  be  allowed  to  say  that  we  can  subject 
it  to  satisfy  our  demands  because  he  is  still  the  owner,  and  at  the  same  time  deny  his 
right  to  a  homestead  for  the  reason  that  he  is  not  the  owner.  If  the  property  is  made 
liable  for  Theodore  Kuevan's  debts  for  the  reason  that  the  conveyance  is  fraudulent 
and  void,  it  must  be  sold  subject  to  the  exemptions  made  by  law  for  the  benefit  of  the 
debtor.  The  appellees  lose  nothing  by  the  recognition  of  this  claim  to  the  home- 
stead. If  no  conveyance  had  been  made,  they  could  only  have  made  the  property 
liable  in  the  same  way.  A  fraudulent  conveyance  does  not  enlarge  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors, but  only  leaves  them  to  enforce  such  rights  as  if  no  conveyance  had  been  made.' 

^  Sears  v.  Hanks,  14  Ohio  St  298,  opinion  by  Scott,  J.  The  judgment  in  this  case 
is  so  well  reasoned,  and  has  been  so  often  appealed  to  in  support  of  the  rule,  that  we 
feel  justified  in  quoting  from  it  at  length :  *'  On  behalf  of  the  plaintifis  it  is  claimed 
that  Hanks  and  wife  are  not  entitled  to  the  benefits  of  the  statute  exempting  home- 
steads, because  of  their  prior  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  their  children,  whereby 
they  divested  themselves  of  all  interest  in  the  property  conveyed.  And  that,  as  this 
conveyance  is  valid  as  between  the  parties,  and  only  void  as  against  creditors,  to  allow 
the  homestead  claim,  in  this  case,  would  be  to  permit  one  person  to  claim  a  homestead 
in  the  property  of  others.  We  do  not  perceive  the  force  of  this  argument,  as  coming 
from  these  plaintiffs.  If  it  be  sound.  Hanks,  the  debtor,  has  a  very  narrow  standing 
in  court  upon  the  question  of  ownership ;  for  it  is  clear  that,  as  against  these  plaint- 
iffs, the  decree  of  the  court  having  declared  his  conveyance  to  his  children  fraudulent 
and  void,  he  is  no  longer  permitted  to  question  the  right  of  his  creditors  to  proceed 
against  the  property  as  his,  and  to  sell  it  for  the  satisfaction  of  their  claims  against 
him ;  and,  at  the  same  time,  that,  as  his  conveyance  is  valid  as  between  grantors  and 
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§  411.  Further  Reasons.  —  If  the  premises  sire  uctiially  occu- 
pied by  the  debtor  as  u  hoinesteiid,  it  ciin  make  no  diflereucc,  s^o 
far  as  the  creditor  is  concerned,  by  what  sort  of  title  the  debtor 
occupies.  By  attempting  the  sale  the  creditor  aflSrms  that  the 
debtor  hits  a  salable  interest ;  and  the  law  means  that  that  in- 
terest should  not  be  taken  away,  and  the  debtor  disturbed  in  his 
possession  by  sale  under  judicial  process.^  If  a  conveyance  of 
hind  is  procured  by  an  insolvent  debtor  to  his  wife  and  children, 
it  will  be  treated  in  equity  as  having  been  made  to  himself; 
and,  if  with  his  family  he  occupies  it  as  a  homestead,  it  will  be 
protected  as  such ;  since  a  title  which,  if  the  property  were  not 
homestead,  could  be  subjected  by  creditors  is  sufficient  to  sup- 
grantees,  he  is  estopped  from  claiming  as  against  these  same  plaintiffs,  who  are  assert- 
ing the  rights  of  creditors,  that  he  has  any  interest  whatever  in  the  property.  And 
yet,  though  estoppels  are  mutual,  the  plaintiffs  claim  a  right,  notwithstanding  the 
conveyance,  to  regard  the  property  as  still  helonging  to  their  dehtor,  and  at  the  same 
time,  disregarding  the  decree  which  they  have  asked  and  obtained,  to  insist  that  their 
debtor  has  no  interest  whatever  in  the  premises.  The  debtor  is  estopped  equally  from 
claiming  and  from  disclaiming,  while  the  creditor  may  do  either,  and  each  in  turn,  as 
his  interest  may  dictate.  Such  a  position  can  hardly  be  maintained.  The  rights  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  this  action  are  only  those  which  belong  to  creditors  seeking  to  set 
aside  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  their  debtor,  made  in  fraud  of  their  rights,  and  to 
enforce  their  judgment  liens  against  the  property  so  conveyed.  Their  claim  is  not 
under  or  through  the  fraudulent  conveyance,  but  adverse  to  it ;  and  when,  at  their 
suit,  it  has  been  set  aside,  and  declared  whoUy  void  as  against  them,  they  cannot  be 
allowed,  as  creditors,  to  set  up  this  void  conveyance,  against  which  they  are  claiming, 
for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  their  rights  or  remedies  against  their  debtor,  or  for  the 
purpose  of  estopping  him  from  the  assertion  of  the  rights  which  he  would  otherwise 
have  as  against  them.  As  between  creditor  and  debtor,  the  deed  is  simply  void,  and 
cannot,  therefore,  affect  the  rights  of  either.  A  judgment-creditor's  lien  is  only  upon 
the  property  of  his  debtor ;  and  the  purchaser  at  sale  on  execution  takes,  in  general, 
only  the  debtor's  title.  If  the  debtor  has  no  title  or  interest  in  the  property  levied  on, 
there  is  nothing  for  the  creditor  to  sell ;  and  it  is  not  competent  for  the  creditor,  while 
selling  the  alleged  title  of  his  debtor,  to  deny  his  right  to  a  homestead  on  the  ground 
that  he  has  no  interest  in  the  property  about  to  be  sold.  If  he  has  an  interest  in  the 
homestead  property  which  the  creditor  can  sell,  he  has  interest  enough  to  secure  his 
homestead  from  sale.  The  validity  of  the  fraudulent  conveyance,  as  between  the 
parties  to  it,  is  no  concern  of  the  creditors  when  it  has  been  set  aside  as  to  him.  All 
he  can  ask  is  that,  as  against  him,  it  shall  confer  no  rights  upon  any  one.  Were 
these  plaintiffs  judgment-creditors  of  the  fraudulent  grantees,  and  levying  their  exe- 
cution as  such,  the  case  would  be  entirely  different;  and  it  might  then  well  be  said,  in 
response  to  the  present  claim  of  Hanks,  that  one  person  cannot  have  a  homestead  in 
the  property  of  another." 

^  Pennington  17.  Seal,  49  Miss.  627,  opinion  by  Simrall,  J. 

355 


§412       EFFECT  OF  FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCES. 

port  the  homestead  right.^  Besides,  the  fraud  does  not  consist 
in  conveying  the  homestead ;  for  the  creditor  could  not  have 
reached  that  with  his  execution  had  the  debtor  retained  it.  The 
fraud  consists  in  conveying  the  other  part  of  the  land  that  the 
creditor  can  reach  by  his  execution.  But  as  to  the  homestead  he 
has  no  concern.  That  matter  rests  .between  the  fraudulent 
grantor  and  his  grantee.^  This  appears  to  be  the  most  satisfac- 
tory ground  upon  which  the  rule  has  been  placed.  It  resolves 
itself  into  this :  that  as  to  exempt  property  there  are,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute  of  frauds,  no  creditors,^  Statutes  creating 
exemptions  were  not  designed  to  imprison  the  debtor  in  his  home- 
stead,* nor  to  fetter  the  transfer  of  his  chattels.* 

§  412.  Continued.  —  There  being,  then,  no  legal  restraint 
upon  the  debtor  against  conveying  or  selling  such  property,  ex- 
cept in  those  states  where  the  wife  is  required  to  join  in  the  con- 
vevance  of  the  homestead,  the  motives  with  which  such  transfers 
are  made  are  of  no  concern  whatever  to  the  creditor.  If  he  pro- 
cures a  C(mveyance  to  be  set  aside  as  fraudulent,  he  takes  what  is 
vendible  under  his  execution  ;  the  title  to  the  rest  is  a  question 
to  be  disputed  between  the  debtor  and  his  grantee.  *'  Since 
creditors  could  enforce  no  process  against  it,  could  no  more  pur- 
sue it  for  their  debts  jigainst  him  (the  grantor)  than  they  could 
pursue  for  the  same  purpose  the  absolute  property  of  the  goveni- 
ment,  the  law  will  not  allow  it  to  be  said  that  the  transfer  of  it, 
it' any  were  made,  operated  to  defraud  creditors.  When  the  law 
declares  that  a  debtor's  disposal  of  his  property  with  intent  to 
defraud  his  creditors  shall  be  voidable  at  the  instance  of  his 
creditors,  and  at  the  same  time  declares  that  specific  property 

*  Edmonson  v.  Meacham,  50  Miss.  40,  in  substance,  opinion  by  SimraU,  J. ;  Dreutzer 
V.  Ben,  11  Wis.  114. 

»  Crummen  v,  Bennet,  68  N.  C.  498 ;  Smith  v.  Rurasey,  38  Mich.  191 ;  Dreut/.er  v. 
Bell.  11  Wis.  118;  Pike  v.  Miles,  28  Wis.  168;  Legro  i^.Lord,  10  Me.  165. 

»  Smith  V.  AUen,  89  Miss.  469,  475 ;  Duvall  v.  RoUins,  71  N.  C.  221 ;  Smith  ©.  Rum- 
sey,  38  Mich.  191. 

*  Morris  v.  Ward,  5  Kan.  247. 

5  Shaw  V.  Davis,  65  Barb.  889;  Schlitz  v.  Schatz.  2  Biss.  248;  Paxton  v.  Freeman, 
6  J.  J.  Marsh.  234.  So  declared  by  statute  in  Alabama  repealing  a  statute  declariag 
otherwise.    Cook  v,  Baine,  87  Ala.  850 ;  Vaughan  u.  Thompson,  17  111.  78. 
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of  the  debtor  shall  be  exempt  as  against  his  creditor's  adverse 
claims,  the  provisions  are  in  pari  materia y  and  must  be  construed 
together ;  and  the  latter  provision  must  be  held  to  except  this 
exempt  property  from  the  operation  of  the  former  provision. 
Ceilainly  it  would  be  very  inconsistent  to  say  that  a  debtor's  dis- 
posal of  property,  and  which  property,  in  so  far  as  the  creditor 
and  his  claims  are  concerned,  may  be  said  to  have  no  existence  at 
all,  is  a  fraud  upon  the  creditor.  ♦  ♦  ♦  ^'he  law  excludes 
the  homestead  from  all  remedies  of  creditors  in  all  courts,  and 
the  power  of  the  creditor  to  take  it  against  the  will  of  the  owner 
is  absolutely  subvei-ted.  There  is  no  question  left  as  to  whether 
there  is  or  should  be  a  remedy  somewhere  to  subject  the  home- 
stead. The  law  has  closed  the  door  against  all  discussion  about 
it."  ^  *'  No  creditor  can  be,  in  legal  contemplation,  defrauded  by 
a  mere  conveyance,  made  by  his  debtor,  of  any  of  his  property 
which  such  creditor  has  no  right  by  law  to  appropriate,  or  even 
to  touch,  by  any  civil  process.  This  principle  is  perfectly 
plain."*  *' A  conveyance  of  homestead,  by  the  husband  to  the 
wife,  cannot  be  held  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  for  the  reason 
that,  being  exempt,  it  was  no  more  beyond  their  reach  than  be- 
fore."" 

§  413.  Applications  of  the  Doctrine.  —  Applications  of  the 
foregoing  principles  will  readily  suggest  themselves ;  but  it  may 
be  useful  to  refer  to  the  facts  of  one  or  two  cases.  Where  a 
husband  made  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  property,  including 
the  homestead,  to  the  wife,  and  afterwards  abandoned  her, 
fled  the  country,  and  was  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  the  convey- 
ance was  held  void  as  to  creditors,  but  good  as  between  the 
parties  to  it,  and,  therefore,  efl'ectual  to  convey  the  husband's 
right  of  homestead  to  the  wife  ;  and,  the  wife  remaining  in  actual 
occupancy  of  the  premises,  was  entitled,  as' against  the  assignee 
in  bankruptcy,  to  have  the  homestead  exemption  set  apart  to 
her.  **To  that  extent,"  said  Dillon,  J.,  '*the  court  could,  if 
necessary,  give  efficacy  to  the  deed  of  trust  in  her  I'avor.     If  it 

»  Smith  V.  Rumsey,  88  Mich.  191,  192,  Graves,  J. 

'  Logro  V.  Lord,  10  Me.  1C5,  Mellen,  C.  J. 

»  Pike  V.  Miles,  28  Wis.  168,  Paine,  J.;  Dreutzer  v.  Bell,  11  Wis.  118,  Cole,  J. 
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be  necessary  that  the  exemption  be  applied  for  in  the  name  of  the 
husband,  the  court  would  even  allow  her  to  apply  in  his  name, 
so  as  to  prevent  the  amount  from  going  into  the  hands  of  the 
assignee,  who  has  no  claim  or  equity  whatever  to  it."^     Uuder  a 
statute  providing  that  no  conveyance  of  the  homestead  is  *'  valid 
in  law  unless  the  wife  shall  join  in  such  conveyance,"^  it  has 
been  held  that  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  by  the  husband 
to  a  third  person,  and  b)'  such  third  person  to  the  wife,  was  valid 
as  against  the  husband's  creditors ;  since,  the  conveyance  being 
by  the  husband  alone,  it  had  no  effect  upon  homestead  estate. 
Such  a  conveyance  would  not  estop  the  husband  from  afterwards 
asserting  the  right  of  homestead,  and  certainly  not  the  wife.' 
The  provision  of  the  Louisiana  Code,  which  rewards  the  diligence 
of  the  creditor  by  giving  him  an  action  to  annul  any  contract 
made  in  fraud  of  his  rights — in  which  the  judgment  of  the  court 
is  that  all   property  or  money  fraudulently  «*  taken  from  the 
debtor's  estate  "  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  his  claim  —  does 
not  give  a  creditor  whose  diligence  has  procured  the  cancellation 
of  a  fraudulent  mortgage  a  preference  over  the  widow's  home- 
stead allowance.*     Where  a  husband,  owing  his  wife  a  debt  for 
borrowed   money,  purchased  a  homestead,  and,  upon  his  own 
motion,  without  any  understanding  or  agreement  with  her,  caused 
the  title  to  such  homestead  to  be  taken  in  her  name,  it  was  held 
that  creditors  could  not  insist  that  such  an  act  worked  a  pay- 
ment of  the  debt,  nor  a  subsequent  payment  by  him  be  consid- 
ered as  a  gift,  and  the  property  given  liable  for  their  debts.* 
In  Missouri,  where  one  buys  land  in  his  wife's  name,  and  the 
conveyance  is  set  aside  for  fraud  and  the  property  sold,  if  the 
debts  were  contracted  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  home- 
stead law,  it  seems  that  it  will  be  proper  to  allow  the  debtor 
a  sufficient  sum  from  the  proceeds  to  purchase  another  home- 
stead.* 

»  Smith  t».  Kehr,  2  Dill.  50,  63,  opinion  by  DiUon,  Cir.  J.,  affirming  Treat,  Dis.  J. 
=«  Stat.  Mass.  1857,  ch.  298,  i  6. 

'  Castle  V.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  compare  Malony  v.  Horan,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (n.  s.) 
2S9,  where  a  similar  question  arose  as  to  dower. 

*  Succession  uf  Cottingham,  29  La.  An.  669. 

*  Monroe  r.  May,  9  Kan.  466. 

«  Buck  V.  Ashbrook,  59  Alo.  200. 
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§  414.  Contrary  Views  —  How  if  Jud^rment  Liens  bind 
Homestead.  —  Against  the  current  of  authority,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Minnesota  has  held  that  where  a  husband  and  wife  con- 
veyed property,  occupied  as  a  homestead,  to  a  third  person,  and 
he  in  turn  conveyed  it  to  the  ^ife,  and  a  referee  found  that  the 
conveyance  was  void  as  to  creditors,  a  decree  subjecting  it  to 
the  judgment  of  a  creditor,  and  denying  to  the  debtor  and  his 
children  (the  wife  having  died)  the  right  of  homestead  therein, 
was  not  erroneous.^  The  reasoning  of  the  court  appeai-s  incon- 
clusive, and  would  not  be  quoted  here  but  for  the  fact  that  we  have 
set  out  at  considerable  length  the  reasoning  of  those  courts  which 
have  held  the  opposite  view.'    A  distinction  may,  however,  be 

^  Piper  V,  Johnston,  12  Minn.  60. 

'  Wilson,  C.  J.,  said:  '*The  report  of  the  referee  settles  the  fact  that  the  convey- 
ances attacked  in  the  case  were  made  with  the  intent  to  defraud  the  plaintiff,  who. 
was,  at  the  time,  a  creditor  of  John  Johnston,  and  it  is  clear  on  principle,  and  well 
established  by  very  numerous  cases  decided  under  the  common  law  and  under  statutes 
substantially  the  same  as  ours,  that  such  conveyances  are  void  as  against  the  plaintiff, 
and  valid  against  persons  standing  in  the  position  of  John  Johnston  and  those  claiming 
under  him.    See  Lemay  v.  Bibeau,  2  Minn.  291,  and  cases  there  cited;  1  Am.  Ld.  Cas., 
4th  ed.,  45,  and  cases  cited.     How,  then,  can  the  appellant  have  a  homestead  right  in 
the  premises  in  question  as  against  the  plaintiff,  or  against  any  person?   He  is  estopped 
to  deny  the  validity  of  said  deeds,  which,  as  against  every  person  but  those  whom  he 
intended  to  defhtud  thereby,  are  valid.    A  person  is  not  allowed  to  defeat  his  contract 
or  deed  by  alleging  his  own  turpitude.    These  deeds  conveyed  out  of  the  appellant 
the  entire  estate,  legal  and  equitable.    He  is  no  longer  owner,  and  the  homestead  law 
secures  a  homestead  only  to  the  owner.    If  any  estate  or  interest  in  this  land  is  exempt 
from  execution,  it  must  be  in  favor  of  the  owners,  now  the  heirs  of  Ellen  S.  Johnston. 
The  contest  is  essentially  between  them  and  the  plaintiff.    If  there  is  any  surplus  after 
paying  plaintiff's  claim,  it  must  be  paid  to  the  grantee,  though  a  fraudulent  grantee. 
Burtchv.  EUiott,  8  Ind.  100;   Sumner  v.  Sawtelle,  8  Minn.  809.    The  grantees  of 
the  appellant  set  up  no  claim  to  a  homestead  right,  nor  could   they  maintain 
such  claim.    But  it  is   urged  that,  as  tenant  by  the   curtesy,   the   appellant   is 
'*  owner  "  of  the  lots,  and,  therefore,  entitled  to  tiie  beneJQits  secured  by  the  home- 
stead law.    Many  objections  might  be  urged  to  this  position,  but  one  is  conclu- 
sive.   His  claim  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  is  under  the  deeds  which  the  law  de- 
clared void  as  against  the  plaintiff.    His  claim  to  the  estate  is  by  virtue  of  the 
seizin  of  his  wife,  but  the  law  declares  that  the  wife  acquired  no  estate  under  these 
deeds  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and,  she  having  acquired  no  estate,  he,  of  course,  can 
have  no  valid  claim  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy.    This  seems  too  clear  to  admit  of  argu- 
ment or  doubt.    It  is  urged  that  the  debtor  cannot  practice  a  fraud  upon  his  creditors 
by  any  disposition  which  he  may  make  of  property  exempt  from  execution.  As  applied 
to  this  case,  there  is  no  force  in  the  argument.    It  is  not  shown,  nor  do  the  allegations 
of  the  pleadings  or  the  report  of  the  referee  justify  us  in  presuming,  that  the  property 
thus  conveyed  was,  as  a  whole,  exempt  as  a  homestead.   Admitting  that  the  appellant 
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found  between  this  and  most  of  the  foregoing  cases  in  the  fact  that» 
when  these  conveyances  were  made,  the  law  of  Minnesota,  like 
the  law  of  some  other  states,^  made  a  judgment  a  lien  upon  all 
the  debtor's  property  situated  within  the  county,  including 
(according  to  judicial  interpretation)  his  homestead ;  so  that, 
although  it  remained  in  abeyance  while  the  homestead  occupancy 
continued,  yet,  this  once  ended  —  whether  by  separation  of  the 
family,  removal,  or  alienation  — it  immediately  became  active,  and 
could  be  enforced  by  execution  against  the  property.'  **  Here,'* 
said  the  coui-t,  *•  was  a  valuable  right  secured  by  the  law  to  the 
plaintiff,  which  the  appellant  fraudulently  attempted  to  deprive 
him  of.  These  deeds  were,  therefore,  not  only  fraudulent,  but 
prejudicial  to  the  plaintiff,  and  they  came  within  both  the  letter 
and  spuit  of  the  law  which  declares  fraudulent  conveyances  void 
as  against  persons  hindered,  delayed,  or  defrauded." 

§  415.  Continued. — A  case  in  Arkansas  illustrates  the  same 
view.  The  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  has  held,'  after  a  thor- 
ough examination  of  the  question,  that  the  effect  of  the  Arkansas 
statute  of  homestead  was,  not  to  create  a  new  estate,  '<  but  to 
protect  the  occupant  of  the  land  in  the  use  and  occupancy  of  the 
land  so  set  apai-t  as  a  homestead  during  the  time  of  such  occu- 
pancy;  but,  if  abandoned  by  removal  or  death,  leaving  neither 
wife  nor  children  to  succeed  to  his  rights,  the  rights  of  the  judg- 
ment-creditor would  be  fully  restored."*  An  insolvent  debtor 
conveyed  his  homestead  to  a  third  person  in  trust  for  his. wife, 
and  afterwards  died.  Still  later  the  wife  died.  The  facts,  as 
stated  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  do  not  show  that  there  re- 
mained any  children  associated  together  as  a  family  in  whom 
the  immunity  could  continue,  and  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  there 

bad  a  right  to  hold  part  of  the  property  as  a  homestead,  or  that,  when  sold  on  execu- 
tion, he  was  entitled  to  part  of  the  proceeds,  this  certainly  gave  him  no  right  to  convey 
it  as  an  entirety,  without  consideration,  and  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  credit- 
ors.   But,  even  if  all  the  property  conveyed  was  exempt,  it  would  not  affect  this  case." 

^  See,  for  instance,  Hoyt  «•  Howe,  8  Wis.  762 ;  State  Bank  v.  Carson,  4  Neb.  496 ; 
Allen  V.  Cook,  26  Barb.  874;  Norris  v.  Kidd,  2S  Ark.  485;  Jackson  «.  AUen,  80 
Ark.  110. 

>  Folsom  V,  Carli,  5  Minn.  383 ;  Tillotson  v.  Millard,  7  Minn.  618. 

•  Chambers  r.  Sallie,  29  Ark.  407. 

*  Norris  v,  Kidd,  28  Ark.  486. 
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were  none.  The  court  held  that  the  conveyance  was  void  as  to 
creditors,  that  no  homestead  right  therein  existed,  and  that  the 
laud  was  subject  to  administration.^ 

§  416.  I>octriiie  of  the  Snpreme  Court  of  Illinois. — The  Su-  * 
preme  Court  of  Illinois,  though  it  has  gone  to  great  lengths  in 
many  pailiculars  in  upholding  the  homestead  exemption,  has 
held  that  a  voluntary  conveyance,  made  by  an  insolvent  debtor 
to  a  third  person  for  the  debtor's  wife  and  children,  of  property 
occupied  by  them  as  a  homestead,  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
creditors,  and  defeats  the  homestead  right.  The  reasoning  of 
the  court  on  this  point  is  as  follows :  **  The  wife,  while  the  hus- 
band is  living,  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute  exempting 
homesteads  from  forced  sale  against  the  husband.  It  is  for  him, 
while  living,  to  claim,  if  he  chooses,  the  benefit  of  the  statute, 
and,  if  he  does  not,  the  wife  cannot  enforce'the  exemption.  Be- 
sides, the  property  having  been  conveyed  to  hinder  and  defraud 
creditors,  the  conveyance  was  good  as  against  the  husband,  the 
grantor.  He,  therefore,  could  not  claim  the  exemption  of  the 
statute  in  regard  to  that  property."  *  This  decision,  supported 
by  fallacious  reasoning,  professedly  based  upon  an  adjudication 
not  at  all  in  point,  contraiy  in  spirit  to  nearly  all  the  subsequent 
decisions  of  the  same  court,  must  be  regarded  as  overruled.' 

§  417.  I>octrine  of  the  New  Hampshire  Court — liatentBights 
of  Creditors.  —  This  view  necessarily  appeals  for  support  to  the 
notion  that,  although  a  judgment  may  not  operate  as  a  dormant 
lien  on  the  homestead,  yet  creditors  have  some  contingent  residu- 
ary interest  therein  which  a  fraudulent  conveyance  impairs  or 

1  ChambeTs  v.  Bailie,  29  Ark.  407. 

*  Getzler  v.  Saroni,  18  ni.  511,  626,  opinion  by  Skinner,  J.  In  support  of  tbia 
view  the  learned  judge  cited  Cassell  v.  Williams,  12  111.  887,  wbich  goes  no  fUrtber 
than  to  bold  that,  *4f  a  party  fraudulently  transfer  his  [personal]  property  for  the 
purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment  of  bis  debts,  or  even  sell  it  for  a  valuable  consideror 
tion,  after  it  has  become  subject  to  an  execution  against  him,  he  cannot  afterwards 
daim  the  property  as  his,  and  recover  from  the  officer  selling  it  three  times  its  value,  ^ 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  exempt  ftrom  execution  against  him."  This  case  is  sub- 
stantially overruled  by  Vaughan  v,  Thompson,  17  HI.  78. 

'  Cipperly  v,  Rhodes,  53  HI.  846;  Vaughan  v.  Thompson,  supra;  Muller  v.  Inder- 
reiden,  79  BL  382. 
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destroys.  This  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  the  reasoning  ndopted 
bv  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Hampshire  in  a  case  where,  after 
ail  ample  discussion  and  review  of  the  authorities,  the  court  came 
to  the  conclusion  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  of  her  homestead 
by  a  widow,  she  remaining  in  possession,  rendered  effective  a  levy 
of  execution  by  a  creditor.  The  court  said:  ••The  exemption 
of  a  homestead  from  attachment  or  levy  is  a  personal  privilege 
which  the  law  gives  to  the  owner,  in  order  that  he  or  his  family 
may  occupy  it ;  not  that,  if  they  cease  to  have  occasion  to  occupy 
it,  he  may  place  it  beyond  the  reach  of  his  creditors.  Mi*s.  Smith 
had  a  right  to  occupy  the  homestead  in  controversy  so  long  as 
she  lived.  She  had  a  right  to  sell  it  and  purchase  another  home- 
stead with  the  avails,  and  occupy  that.  A  bona-fide  exchange  of 
this  homestead  for  another  probably  would  have  been  sustained 
against  an  existing  attachment,  had  there  been  one ;  ^  but  she 
could  not  lawfully  give  it  away,  as  against  the  rights  of  her  cred- 
itors. If  she  had  been  about  to  take  up  her  permanent  abode  in 
another  place,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  her  homestead,  or  the 
avails  of  it,  unless  again  invested  in  exempted  property,  would 
have  justly  belonged  to  them.  How,  then,  could  she  give  it 
away,  if  unable  longer  to  occupy  it,  without  committing  a  fraud 
upon  them?  It  was  hers  to  occupy,  not  to  give  away.  The  law 
does  not  exempt  the  avails  of  it  when  sold.  On  the  contrary,  if 
the  plaintiff  had  made  an  honest  purchase,  and  given  his  note  for 
the  full  consideration,  the  whole  might  have  been  held  by  trustee 
process.'  If  Mrs.  Smith,  after  her  conveyance  to  tlie  plaintiff, 
had  purchased  another  homestead,  and  removed  to  it  from  the 
one  in  controversy,  clearly  the  new  homestead  would  have  been 
exempt  from  attachment  or  levy.  And  can  it  be  pretended  that 
the  old  one  would  have  remained  exempt?  If  it  would,  then 
nothing  can  prevent  an  insolvent  debtor  from  *  salting  down '  as 
many  successive  homesteads,  by  giving  them  to  his  friends  to 
hold  in  trust  for  him,  as  the  funds  of  his  creditors  in  his  hands 
will  enable  him  from  time  to  time  to  buy.     If  it  would  not,  it 

'  Citin;;  Bellows,  J.,  in  Tucker  v.  Kenniston,  47  N.  H.  267 ;  Black  v.  Epperson,  40 
Texas,  162. 

>  Citing  Manchester  v.  Bums,  46  ]^.  H.  482,  488;  Wooster  v.  Page,  54  N.  H.  125, 
127. 
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must  be  because  the  conveyance  of  it  was  fraudulent  and  void  as 
to  creditors  from  the  beginning.  It  is  absurd  to  say  that  a  con- 
veyance which  is  honest  and  valid  when  executed,  and  for  an 
indefinite  time  afterwards,  can  be  made  fraudulent  and  void  by 
the  subsequent  acts  of  the  grantor,  over  which  the  grantee  has 
no  control.*'  *     This  is  forcible  reasoning,  but  it  overlooks  the 


*  Currier  v.  Sutherland,  64  N.  H.  4S6,  opinion  by  Hibbard.  J.  This  able  opinion  is 
80  long  that  the  rest  of  it — too  valuable  to  be  omitted — must  take  its  place  in  a  note : 
"It  may  be  that  Mrs.  Smith,  after  making  an  absolute  conveyance,  might  retain 
ber  homestead  right  against  everybody  but  her  grantee  (Crummen  v.  Bennet,  6S 
N.  C.  494;  Cox  v.  Wilder,  2  Dill.  46;  Vogler.  t;.  Mon^omery,  64  Mo.  577),  as 
she  might,  after  making  a  mortgage  of  it,  against  everybody  but  the  mortgagee. 
It  may  be  that  the  rights  of  creditors,  as  against  her,  might  be  controlled  by 
her  continued  occupancy.  To-day,  while  she  occupies  it,  they  might  not  be  able 
to  levy  on  the  property ;  to-morrow,  after  she  has  abandoned  it,  they  might. 
A  levy  madQ  while  she  was  in  the  occupation,  if  she  requested  the  officer  to  cause 
a  homestead  to  be  set  out  to  her,  might  be  void,  and,  therefore,  incapable  of  being 
made  good  by  her  subsequent  abandonment;  if  made  after  she  had  ceased  to 
occupy,  it  might  be  valid.  But  we  cannot  say  that  the  title  of  the  plaintiff,  if  it 
was  good  at  its  inception,  could  be  made  bad  by  her  subsequent  purchase  of,  and 
removal  to,  a  new  homostead.  That  would  be  the  same  thing  as  to  say  that  his  title 
was  good  so  long  as  he  took  nothing  by  his  deed,  but  bad  the  moment  his  grantor  per^ 
mitted  him  to  enter  into  possession.  Suppose  this  property  to  have  been  worth 
$1,000,  and  to  have  been  conveyed  without  consideration  in  trust  for  the  grantor — 
whether  Mrs.  Smith,  though  she  had  conveyed  it  by  an  absolute  deed,  might,  so  long 
as  the  grantee  permitted  her  to  remain  in  possession,  have  a  homestead  right  of  which 
no  levying  creditor  could  divest  her,  we  need  not  now  decide ;  but  that  the  levying 
creditor  would  hold  all  but  the  homestead  right,  against  the  grantee,  the  grantor,  and 
the  whole  world,  no  one  will  deny ;  and,  so  far  as  the  grantee  is  concerned,  it  is  not 
easy  to  tell  what  would  prevent  his  holding  that  also.  It  seems  that  such  a  convey- 
ance, being  confessedly  fraudulent  in  part,  must  be  held  to  be  fraudulent  in  toto;  and 
if  a  grantee,  without  consideration,  of  a  homestead  place  worth  $600  more  than  the 
amount  exempted  by  law,  can  hold  nothing  against  the  creditors,  we  look  in  vain  for 
reasons  why,  if  the  entire  value  of  the  place  was  $600  or  less,  he  should  hold  the 
whole.  Under  the  liberal  statutes  now  in  force  an  insolvent  debtor  may  easily  have 
$1,000  or  more  invested  in  beasts  of  the  plow,  a  cow,  a  hog  and  a  pig,  tools  of  his 
occupation,  a  pew  in  a  meeting-house,  a  sewing-machine,  a  librar}%  furniture,  and 
other  articles  which  are  exempted  f^om  attachment  or  levy.  But  this  is  that  he 
may  be  permitted  to  use  them.  It  is  a  privilege  personal  to  him,  and  which  may 
be  waived  by  him.  If,  no  longer  needing  them,  he  gives  them  away,  how  can  the 
gift  be  sustained  against  creditors?  Why  should  they  not  have  the  property  as  soon 
as  he  ceases  to  need  it  for  the  purposes  for  which  the  law  protected  it?  That  he  coin- 
mits  a  fraud  upon  them  if  he  gives  It  away  seems  too  plain  to  require  argument.  If 
instead  of  giving  it  away  because  he  no  longer  needs  it,  he  gives  it  away  and  purchases 
other  similar  property  to  supply  its  place,  the  absurdity  of  holding  the  gift  to  be  valid, 
though  really  no  greater,  becomes  more  obvious.  Suppose,  after  giving  it  away,  ho 
dies;  suppose  the  gift  is  made  in  view  of  approaching  death — shall  the  donee  hold  the 
property,  or  shall  the  administrator  of  the  donor  hold  it  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors? 
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broad  principle  that,  in  controversies  of  this  kind,  the  title  of 
the  debtor  is  wholly  immaterial.  If  the  premises  are  dedicated 
as  the  debtor's  homestead,  it  can  be  no  concern  of  the  creditor 
whether  the  debtor's  title  is  held  by  a  fraudulent  trustee  or 
whether  he  has  any  title  at  all.^  **  In  the  solution  of  all  questions 
arising  between  homestead  claimants  and  those  claiming  under 
or  against  them  as  creditors,  the  absence  of  title  is  a  /ahe  quan- 
tity^ which  must  be  excluded  from  consideration."* 

Manifestly  there  can  be  but  one  answer  to  tb!s  inquiry.  If  the  estate  is  insolvent,  it 
must  go  to  tbe  administrator.  And  surely  it  will  not  be  contended  that  the  donee 
may  hold  it  absolutely  against  creditors  during  the  life-time  of  the  donor,  but  must 
lose  it  the  moment  he  is  dead.  The  absolute  owner  of  property  cannot  be  divested  of 
his  title  by  the  death  of  a  former  owner.  If  the  donee  in  such  a  case  owns  the  prop- 
erty as  against  creditors  while  the  donor  lives,  he  certainly  must  own  it  as  against  the 
rights  of  creditors  after  he  dies.  And  it  is  equally  certain  that  the  creditors  of  the 
donor  might  be  defrauded  by  his  giving  it  away  in  his  life-time,  if  the  donee  could  hold 
it  after  his  decease.  Although  the  owner  of  a  homestead  worth  no  more  than  $500,  if 
he  make  a  seasonable  application  to  have  a  homestead  set  off  to  him  whenever  a 
levy  is  about  to  be  made,  may  hold  it,  including  the  reversion,  beyond  the  reach  of 
his  creditors  during  his  life,  it  is  plain  that  he  might  have  a  fraudulent  intent  to  ^ve  it 
to  a  friend,  to  the  exclusion  of  creditors,  after  his  decease,  and  might  actually  defraud 
them  if,  though  unable  to  give  any  title  by  making  a  will,  he  could  give  a  good  title  by 
making  an  absolute  deed.  In  the  case  before  us  it  would  appear  that  Mrs.  Smith, 
after  making  an  absolute  conveyance  to  the  plaintiff,  was  permitted,  for  fifteen  years, 
to  occupy  the  premises  as  her  homestead,  and  that  the  plaintiff  never  entered  into 
possession  until  after  one  of  her  creditors  had  levied  upon  the  property.  If  it  was  im- 
possible for  this  conveyance  to  be  fraudulent  as  to  creditors,  then  certainly  every 
insolvent  owner  of  a  homestead,  in  view  of  approaching  death,  or  in  view  of  death  at 
some  indefinite  future  time,  though  unable  to  devise  it,  can  convey  it,  without  consid- 
eration, to  be  held  in  trust  for  his  own  use  during  his  life,  and  at  his  death  to  go  to  his 
grantee,  whether  he  died  within  a  day,  or  a  year,  or  a  quarter  of  a  century.  The 
ingenious  suggestion  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel  that,  although  perpetual  motion  in 
mechanics  yet  remains  undiscovered,  an  instance  of  perpetual  motion  in  law  will 
occur  if  the  verdict  in  this  case  is  sustained,  upon  the  ground  that,  if  the  defendant,  by 
virtue  of  Carpenter's  levy,  can  turn  the  plaintiff  out  of  possession,  Mrs.  Smith,  by  vir- 
tue of  her  homestead  right,  can  then  turn  the  defendant  out,  and  the  plaintiff,  by 
virtue  of  his  deed  from  Mrs.  Smith,  can  then  turn  her  out,  and  this  may  be  repeated  ad 
infinitum^  presents  a  somewhat  troublesome  illustration.  But  whatever  effect  an 
absolute  conveyance  by  Mrs.  Smith,  without  any  change  of  occupancy,  may  have  had 
upon  her  homstead  right  as  against  creditors,  it  seems  that,  if  the  plaintiff  has  turned 
her  out  of  possession  by  virtue  of  an  absolute  conveyance  from,  her,  she  must  be 
deemed  to  have  abandoned  the  occupation  of  the  premises  as  her  homestead,  and  will 
not  be  entitled  to  turn  the  defendant  out  of  possession  after  he  has  succeeded  in  turn- 
ing the  plaintiff  out.  We  intend,  however,  to  leave  the  question  of  abandonment,  as 
it  may  hereafter  arise  between  the  defendant  and  Mrs.  Smith,  to  be  decided  upon  all 
the  facta  as  they  may  then  appear." 

i  Antcy  J{  195,  196. 

'  Sanderson,  J.,  in  Brooks  v.  Hyde,  87  Gal.  878. 
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§  418.  Fraudulent  Grantee  acquires  no  Bights  against  Cred- 
itors and  Purchasers. —  Nor  need  another  supposed  evil  upon 
which  the  court  dwells  be  at  all  a  subject  of  upprehension. 
Whenever,  in  such  a  case,  the  homestead  is  abandoned,  by  re- 
moval, death,  or  otherwise,  the  abandonment  will  not  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  the  fraudulent  grantee  as  against  creditors  of  the 
grantor.  On  the  contrary,  when  that  event  happens,  the  ques- 
tion of  homestead  passes  wholly  out  of  existence  as  a  factor  in 
the  case ;  the  rights  of  creditors  spring  into  existence,  and  the 
case  stands  on  precisely  the  same  grounds  as  any  other  fraudulent 
conveyance.  Limited  to  its  facts,  all  that  the  New  Hampshire 
case  decides  is  that  the  fraudulent  grantee  of  a  homestead  cannot 
recover  possession  as  against  a  creditor  who  has  taken  it  in  exe- 
cution ;  in  other  words,  that  the  homestead  exemption,  not  being 
assignable,  cannot  be  set  up  as  a  defense  by  a  fraudulent  alienee 
of  the  occupier's  title.  If  the  fraudulent  grantor  had  asserted 
her  rights,  the  case  would,  perhaps,  have  been  differently  decided. 
But,  as  she  did  not  ask  to  have  her  homestead  set  out  when  it  was 
levied  upon,  this  was  thought  to  have  a  tendency  to  show  that 
she  had  abandoned  it.^  It  was,  therefore,  merely  a  contest  be- 
tween a  creditor  who  had  acquired  title  by  the  levy  of  his  execu- 
tion and  the  sellins:  out  of  the  debtor's  land  thereunder,  and  the 
debtor's  fraudulent  grantee.  That  such  a  grantee  can  assert  no 
rights  against  any  person  claiming  derivative  rights  under  his 
grantor  is  well  illustrated  by  a  case  in  Iowa.  There  the  owner 
of  a  homestead,  having  conveyed  it  to  secure  certain  indebtedness, 
by  deeds  defectively  executed,  afterwards  conveyed  it  to  another 
person,  by  a  deed  properly  executed,  for  the  purpose  of  defraud- 
ing the  first  grantee.  He  then  died,  and  the  prior  grantee 
brought  suit  to  foreclose,  treating  his  deeds  as  mortgages.  The 
widow  and  children,  to  whom  the  homestead  interest,  if  there 
remained  any,  descended  under  the  Iowa  statute,  made  no  con- 
test ;  but  the  fraudulent  grantee  defended,  setting  up  the  defect- 
ive execution  of  the  plaintiff's  deeds.  Without  passing  upon 
the  Validity  of  these  deeds  to  pass  title  to  the  homestead  of  the 
grantor,  the   court  held   that  a  subsequent  fraudulent  grantee 

^  Currier  v.  Sutherland,  64  N.  H.  484. 
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could  not  defend  upon  this  ground ;  such  a  person  had  no  stand- 
ing in  a  court  of  equity.^ 

§  419.    Fraudulent  Conyeyance  of  one  Homestead  cuts  off 
Rigrht  to  another.  —  Out  of  the  New  Hampshire  case  already 
examined,^  and  a  late  case  in  Texas,*  may  be  formulated  this  im- 
portant exception  to  the  rule  that  a  fraudulent  conveyance  has 
no  effect  upon  the  right  of  homestead.     If  the  owner  of  a  home- 
ste.'id,  in  order  to  defraud  his  creditors,  conveys  it  to  another, 
with  a  secret  reservation  in  favor  of  himself  or  some  member  of 
his  family,  neither  he  nor  thev,  in  the  event  of  his  death,  can 
claim  another  homestead,  or  an  allowance  in  lieu  thereof,  out  of 
the  corpus  of  his  estate  not  embraced  in  such  conveyance.     This 
is  but  another  application  of  the  obvious  rule  that,  as  against 
creditors,  no  single  debtor,  nor  any  single  family  of  a  debtor, 
can  hold  two  homesteads.*     In  such  a  case  a  couil  must  nec- 
essarily do  one  of  two  things :  it  must  either  treat  the  prem- 
ises embraced  in  the  fraudulent  deed  as  still  being  the  homestead 
of  the  grantor's  family,  and  remit  creditors  to  the  rest  of  his 
estate,  or  it  must  grant  a  homestead  out  of  the  rest  of  his  estate, 
and  open  to  creditors  the  propeily  fraudulently  conveyed.     It 
ought  not  to  allow  the  fraudulent  conveyance  to  operate  as  a 
divestiture  of  the  homestead  of  the  grantor's  family.     In  the 
case  cited  from  Texas  a  husband,  with  the  consent  and  approval 
of  his  wife,  who  joined  him  in  the  deed,  disposed  of  their  home- 
stead to  his  minor,  and  then  died  insolvent.     It  was  held  that 
the  widow  (who  had  remarried)  was  not  entitled  to  have  another 
homestead  set  apart  to  her  out  of  the  estate.*     The  court  said: 
*'  It  is  true,  as  has  often  been  held,  creditors  have  no  interest  in 
property  exempt  from  forced  sale.    They,  therefore,  cannot  com- 
plain that  it  has  been  sold  in  fraud  of  their  rights ;  but  that  is 
where  the  creditor  is  seeking  the  proceeds  arising  from  such  sale. 
Here  the  creditors  had  the  right  to  subject  all  of  Smith's  estate 

*  Luther  v.  Drake,  21  lowa^  92. 

'  Currier  v,  Sutherland,  64  N.  H.  475. 
»  Woodall  r.  Rudd,  41  Texas,  375. 

*  For  other  applications  of  this  doctrine  see,  ante^  {  279;  Tourviller.  Pierson,  89  HL 
447 ;  Home  v.  Tufts,  39  N.  H.  483. 

»  Woodall  t'.  Rudd,  41  Texas,  875. 
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not  exempt  from  forced  sale  to  the  payment  of  their  debts. 
Their  right  to  do  this  was  superior  to  that  of  any  one  claiming 
under  a  voluntary  conveyance.  And  it  by  no  means  follows, 
because  the  creditors  cannot  reach  the  homestead  which  has  been 
fraudulently  conveyed,  or  the  proceeds  arising  from  such  con- 
veyance, for  the  payment  of  their  claims,  that  it  may  be  volun- 
tarily conveyed,  and  then  other  property,  which  was  subject  to 
their  demands,  withdrawn  from  such  liability.  The  homestead 
exemption  cannot  be  distorted  in  this  way,  so  as  to  be  made  an 
engine  of  fraud  upon  the  lights  of  creditors.  We  therefore  con- 
clude, as  these  deeds,  if  they  are  to  be  so  treated,  were  voluntary, 
they  were,  in  contemplation  of  law,  in  view  of  the  pecuniary  con- 
dition of  the  grantor,  void  as  to  creditors,  and  cannot  be  used 
by  the  parties  to  them  to  support  their  claim  to  take  from  the 
estate  property  which  unquestionably  forms  a  part  of  it,  and  was 
subject  to  the  payment  of  its  debts.  Although  the  second  of 
these  instruments  might,  upon  its  face,  appear  to  be  merely  a 
convevance  of  the  homestead,  in  which  the  creditors  have  no 
iuterest,  yet,  when  it  is  attempted  to  be  used  so  that  one  of  the 
grantors,  and  the  beneficiary  under  it,  may  take  from  tiie  credit- 
ors of  the  estate  the  property  which  they  are  entitled  to  have 
applied  to  the  payment  of  their  debts  to  get  another  homestead 
in  lieu  of  the  oue  which  has  been  disposed  of,  and  of  which  they 
are  in  the  enjoyment,  it  becomes,  in  legal  effect,  a  fraudulent 
conveyance  to  defeat  creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  just 
debts,  and  must,  as  to  them,  be  held  void."  * 

§  420.  Setting:  aside  fraudulent  Conveyances  of  the  Home- 
stead— Procedure. — In  a  case  which  arose  in  the  Federal 
Circuit  Court  in  Illinois,  where  a  creditor  had,  by  a  bill  in  equity, 
procured  his  debtor's  lands,  fraudulently  conveyed,  to  be  sold,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States  held  that  the  debtor  should 
have  set  up  his  right  of  homestead,  if  he  had  any,  before  the 
property  was  thus  sold.  He  could  not  set  it  up  collaterally  after 
the  sale,  so  as  to  defeat  an  ejectment  brought  by  the  purchaser 
to  put  him  out  of  possession.^     In  Illinois,  upon  a  creditor's  bill 

1  State  ©.  Devereux,  41  Texas,  283. 

«  MiUer  v.  Sherry,  2  Wall.  237.    In  the  somewhat  analogous  case  of  a  suit  in  equity 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  of  the  homestead,  the  Illinois  court  holds  the  contniry  doc- 

t/me,  post,  J  717. 
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to  set  aside  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  the  homestead  to  the 
debtor's  wife,  it  is  not  error  to  decree  that  the  homestead,  in 
respect  of  the  creditor's  judgment,  is  the  property  of  the  hus- 
band, and  to  direct  the  sheriff  holding  the  execution  thereunder 
to  proceed  as  in  other  cases  of  execution  against  property  which 
embraces  the  debtor's  homestead.  Nor  is  it  error  to  decree  that, 
in  case  of  the  sale  of  the  premises  so  conveyed  under  such  exe- 
cution, the  purchaser  shall  acquire  the  legal  title  thereto  as 
against  the  husband  and  wife,  and  those  claiming  under  them, 
subject  only  to  the  redemption  allowed  by  law,^  In. an  old  case 
in  Michio:an,  where  a  cpnvevance,  made  without  the  sia:nature  of 
the  grantor's  wife,  was  attacked  for  fraud  by  a  creditor's  bill, 
it  was  held  that  the  wife  could  not  assert  the  right  to  select 
a  homestead  from  the  premises,  without  joining  her  husband 
in  a  cross-bill  for  the  purpose  of  bringing  her  claim  before  the 
court.^ 

§  421,  Fraudulent  Preference  of  Creditor.  —  One  judge  in 
bankruptcy  has  held  that  a  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  an  exemption 
in  property  occupied  by  him  as  a  homestead  even  though  he 
had  previously  waived  his  homestead  rights  in  favor  of  a  particu- 
lar creditor.*  But  in  such  a  case,  if  the  bankrupt  do  not  claim 
the  exempt  property,  a  creditor,  to  whom  he  has  conveyed  it  in 
mortgage,  cannot  claim  it  of  the  assignee.* 

§  422.  Frauds  at  Judicial  Sale  of  Homestead.  —  The  husband 
cannot,  by  fraudulent  representations  made  at  a  judicial  sale  of 
his  wife's  separate  property,  whereby  bidders  are  induced  to 
purchase  her  homestead,  in  any  manner  affect  her  rights.*  In  an 
old  case  in  Georgia,  where  a  debtor  caused  to  be  laid  off  a  larger 
homestead  than  the  statute  allowed  him,  it  was  he)d  that  he 
precluded  himself  from  holding  any  of  it,  though  he  might  pos- 
sibly have  had  relief  in  equity  if  he  had  done  it  by  mistake.^  A 
sale  by  a  sheriff  of  several  tracts  of  land  en  maase^  subject  to  the 

»  MuUer  c.  Inderreiden,  79  HI.  382. 

*  Wisner  v,  Famham,  2  Mich.  472. 

«  Re  Poleman,  6  Bias.  526,  Blodgett,  J. 

*  £dmondson  v,  Hyde,  2  Sawyer,  218. 

*  Partee  r.  Stewart,  50  Miss.  720;  jcoai,  \  470. 
«  Crow  V.  Whitwortb,  20  Ga.  88. 
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lien  of  the  homestead,  was  fraudulent  as  to  a  creditor  not  con- 
senting thereto.^ 


ARTICLE  II. — Effect  of  Frauds  upon  the  Chattel  Exemption. 

§  425.    Conflict  of  Aathorities  —  General  Tlews. — Do  the 

same  principles  apply  to  exemptions  of  chattels?  Or  is  the  right 
to  such  an  exemption  lost  by  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  the 
debtor's  chattels?  The  following  cases,  with  more  or  less  dis- 
tinctness, hold  that  it  is ; '  and  the  following,  that  it  is  not.' 

§  426.  Tlews  of  the  Pennsylvania  Judges.  —  The  Pennsyl- 
vania judges  say  of  their  exemption  law  of  1849,  that  *'its 
meditated  benefits  were  for  the  honest  poor ;  rogues  and  cheats 
were  not  the  object  of  its  bounty.'*  *  **  A  covinous  debtor,  seek- 
ing to  cloak  his  property  from  his  creditors,"  is  **  not  entitled  to 
the  benefits  of  a  statute  made  for  honest  debtors."  *  **  Over  and 
over  again  we  have  said  that  the  exemption  statutes  were  made 
for  honest  men,  and  not  for  rogues ;  and  the  adjudged  cases  show 
what  kind  of  shufiiing  and  falsehood  amount  to  concealment  of 
property."  •  **The  statute,  as  has  been  often  said,  was  not 
made  to  harass  creditors,  but  to  benefit  honest  and  bona-fide 
debtors.  A  debtor  who  shuffles  and  conceals  his  property,  denies 
his  ownership,  and  does  his  best  to  defeat  the  lawful  process  of 

1  ABdiewB  V.  Pritchett,  72  N.  C.  185. 

*  Fredman  v.  Smith,  80  Pa.  St.  264 ;  Smith  v.  Emerson,  48  Pa.  St.  466 ;  Emerson  v. ' 
Smith,  61  Pa.  St.  90;  Strouse  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St.  190;  GiUeland  v.  Rhoads,  84  Pa. 
St  187 ;  Diffenderfer  v.  Pisher,  8  Grant  Gas.  80 ;  Engle  v.  Harrington,  4  Luzerne  Leg. 
Obs.  40;  Garl  v.  Smith,  8  Phila.  Rep.  669;  Larkin  v,  McAnnally,  6  Phila.  Rep.  17; 
Sugg  V.  TiUman,  2  Swan,  208;  Mandlove  v.  Burton,  1  Ind.  89;  Gassell  v.  Williams,  12 
m.  887 ;  Gook  v.  Scott,  6  lU.  844 ;  Byrd  v.  Gurlin,  1  Humph.  466 ;  Brackett  v.  Wat- 
kins,  21  Wend.  68. 

«  McCord  V,  Moore,  5  Heisk.  784;  Wilcox  «.  Hawley,  81  N.  T.  648;  Gallaway  v, 
Garpenter,  10  Ala.  500 ;  Hetrick  v.  Gampbell,  14  Pa.  St.  268 ;  Moseley  v.  Anderson, 
40  Miss.  49;  DuvaU  v.  RoUins,  71  N.  G.  218,  221;  Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Gonn.  450; 
Anthony  V.  Wade,  1  Bush,  110;  Megehe  v.  Draper,  21  Mo.  510;  Vaughan  v,  Williams, 
17  111.  78 ;  Tracy  v,  Gover,  28  Ohio  St.  61.    And  see  Hanes  v.  Tiffany,  26  Ohio  St.  649. 

«  Freeman  v.  Smith,  80  Pa.  St.  866;  Emerson  v.  Smith,  61  Pa.  St.  94;  Strouse  v. 
Becker,  88  Pa.  St  192. 

'  Diffenderfer  v.  Fisher,  8  Grant  Gas.  82.  Woodward,  J. 

*  Smith  0.  Emerson,  48  Pa.  St.  461,  Woodward,  J. ;  Strouse  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St. 
192,  Woodward,  J. 

369 

24 


§  427    EFFECT  OF  FRAUDS  UPON  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION. 

his  creditor,  is  not  the  proper  object  of  the  statute's  bounty ; 
nor  is  he  capable  of  repairing  his  mistake  by  throwing  off  dis- 
guises which  have  been  found  unavailing,  and  suing  for  damages. 
There  are  no  circumstances  in  life  —  not  even  the  trying  hour 
when  a  man  is  called  upon  to  deliver  up  what  he  possesses  in 
payment  of  his  debts  —  when  honesty  is  not  the  best  policy."^ 
*'  When  an  officer  comes  with  an  execution,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
debtor  as  a  good  citizen,  if  he  cannot  pay  the  debt,  to  facilitate 
the  making  a  levy.  He  should  exhibit  his  property  honestly, 
and  claim  only  the  exemption  which  the  law  allows  him.  It  is  a 
hard  thing,  doubtless,  to  be  strictly  honest  in  such  an  emergency, 
but  it  is  best,  after  all,  even  for  the  debtor  himself.  If  his 
property  be  taken,  his  self-respect  and  conscious  integrity  are  left, 
and  he  has  gained  a  moral  discipline  which  will  go  far  towards 
repairing^  his  foitunes.  But,  if  he  equivocate  and  dissemble —  de- 
nies the  ownership  of  that  which  he  cannot  hide,  and  embarrasses 
the  officer  of  the  law  in  the  execution  of  legal  duties — he  forfeits, 
not  only  his  self-respect,  but  his  hold  upon  the  exemption  pro- 
vided for  honest  debtors.  And  it  is  reasonable  that  he  should  ; 
for  what  right  has  he  to  expose  the  officer  to  the  peril  of  a  suit 
for  levying  on  the  goods  of  a  pretended  owner,  or,  on  the  other 
hand,  of  incurring  liabilities  to  the  plaintiff  for  neglect  of  duty? 
If,  to  escape  from  the  dilemma  in  which  the  sheriff  or  constable 
finds  himself  placed,  he  obtains  indemnity  from  the  plaintiff,  this 
is  an  inconvenience  and  a  delay  such  as  a  debtor  has  no  right  to 
cause,  and  then  turn  around  and  show,  by  his  admission  of  title 
and  claim  of  exemption,  that  it  was  needless  and  vexatious.  In 
a  word,  the  law  would  have  all  men  honest  and  sincere.  To 
debtors  who  are  so,  it  leaves  three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of 
property  ;  to  those  who  are  not,  it  offers  no  reward."  * 

§  427.    Application  of  these  Views  —  liiability  of  Offlcers.  — 

Applying  the  principles  thus  forcibly  expressed,  the  Pennsylvania 
court  has  held  in  one  case  that,  although  it  will  be  no  defense  to 
an  action  sigainst  a  constable,  for  levying  an  execution  upon  ex- 
empt property,  that  the  debtor  had  other  property  exceeding  the 

»  GiUeland  ».'  Rhoftds,  84  Pa,  St  190,  Woodward,  J. 
«  Strouse  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St.  192. 
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amount  exempt  under  the  statute,  which  he  fraudulently  withheld 
from  the  officer,  and  on  which  he  refused  to  permit  him  to  levy, 
yet  evidence  of  such  a  state  of  facts  will  be  heard  in  mitigation  of 
damages;  and,  if  proved,  the  damages  will  be  only  nominal.^ 
But,  according  to  later  cases,  evidence  of  such  a  state  of  facts 
will  be  a  complete  bar  to  the  action* — although  the  distinction 
between  nominal  damages  and  a  total  defeat  has  been  disre- 
garded as  not  of  much  consequence ;  so  that,  where,  in  a  suit 
by  an  execution  debtor  against  a  sheriff  for  levying  on  exempt 
property,  the  court  below  admitted  evidence  of  fraudulent  con- 
cealment of  property  in  mitigation  of  damages,  which,  if  believed, 
would  have  rendered  the  damages  only  nominal,  it  was  not  error 
to  refuse  to  admit  it  in  bar  of  the  action.* 

1  Freeman  v.  Smith,  80  Pa.  St  264,  opinion  by  Thompson,  J.  The  court  thought 
that  it  would  not  do  to  permit  a  mere  executive  or  ministerial  officer  to  disregard  the 
plain  requirements  of  a  statute,  either  upon  his  own  opinion  of  want  of  honesty  in  the 
debtor  or  upon  the  allegations  of  others.  But,  while  the  constable  was  certainly  lia- 
ble for  disregarding  the  act,  the  court  could  not  consent  that  the  party  should  be  suc- 
cessful in  despite  of,  not  only  imputed,  but  established,  fraud  in  accomplishing  what 
he  undertook,  and,  in  fact,  do  better.  "For,  if  he  can  recover  damages  to  the  amount 
of  the  property  sold,  which  an  honest  debtor  might  in  like  circumstances  do,  he  would 
have  the  execution  satisfied  by  the  sale,  and  hold  the  constable  or  his  sureties  liable 
to  pay  him  the  value  of  the  property  sold  for  the  trespass  committed ;  and  thus  the 
concealed  property  would  be  entirely  released,  and  might  make  its  appearance  in 
broad  daylight  at  any  time,  if  there  were  no  other  executions." 

»  Strouse  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St.  190,  opinion  by  Woodward,  J. ;  Emerson  v.  Smith, 
61  Pa.  St.  90,  opinion  by  Agnew,  J.  This  case  overrules  so  much  of  Freeman  v.  Smith, 
supra^  as  holds  that  such  evidence  will  be  received  only  in  mitigation  of  damages. 
"We  cannot  well  discover,"  said  the  learned  judge,  "how  fraud  can  be  used  to 
mitigate  the  damages,  and  not  to  bar  the  action.  When  the  sheriif  levied  his  execu- 
tion on  the  horse,  Emerson  either  had  a  right  to  retain  him  as  exempt  or  he  had  not. 
If  he  hod  the  right  because  the  firaud  was  no  bar,  then  the  horse  remained  his,  and 
could  not  be  seized.  To  seize  him  was  to  take  property  of  so  much  value,  and  that 
value  is  the  measure  of  his  damages,  because  it  represents  his  rights.  Being  his,  no 
power  can  deprive  him  of  it,  compensation  being  the  duty  even  of  the  state  when 
•he  asserts  her  highest  powers.  If  the  fraud  is  no  bar,  it  is  because  it  is  independ- 
ent—  because  its  taint  does  not  run  in  the  veins  of  the  transaction  and  corrupt  its 
current ;  certainly  it  would  be  an  unheard  of  doctrine  to  be  announced,  that  a  party 
may,  by  mitigation,  be  deprived  of  redress  for  an  adnUtted  wrong  because  in  his 
other  dealings  he  is  a  rogue.  But,  if  the  fraud  do  inhere  in  the  very  transaction  itself, 
by  its  intended  effect  preventing  the  collection  of  the  debt,  then  the  fraudulent  debtor 
can  claim  no  right  of  exemption  under  the  law,  whose  conceded  purpose  only  medi- 
tated benefit  for  the  honest  poor.  Rogues  and  cheats  were  not  the  objects  of  its 
bounty." 

*  Smith  V.  Emerson,  48  Pa.  St.  468. 

371 


§  429    EFFECT  OF  FRAUD  UPON  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION. 

§  428.  Continned.  —  If  the  debtor  at  the  time  of  the  levy 
alleges  that  the  property  levied  on  belongs  to  another,  he  cannot 
afterwards  reclaim  it  and  demand  an  appraisement.^  And,  if  a 
defendant  against  whom  an  execution  has  been  issued  falsely 
deny  the  ownership  of  his  property,  thereby  hindering  and  delay- 
ing the  sheriff  in  the  collection  of  the  debt,  he  forfeits  his  right 
to  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  law,  though  the  falsehood  was 
for  the  purpose  of  gaining  time  for  the  payment  of  the  execu- 
tion.* And,  where  a  debtor  had  his  property  appraised  under  the 
statute,  and  included  in  the  appraisement  a  horse  which  he  said 
belonged  to  his  wife,  and  required  the  appraisers  to  so  note  it  in 
their  return,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not  maintain  an  action 
against  the  constable  for  levying  upon  and  selling  the  horse.  He 
had  no  right  to  have  a  chattel  included  in  the  appraisement  to 
which  he  disclaimed  title.  The  creditor  had  a  right  to  test  the 
ownership  of  the  goods  by  directing  the  constable  to  sell,  without 
incurring  other  risk  than  the  claim  of  the  person  alleged  to  be 
the  owner.  The  debtor,  having  disclaimed  ownership  and  as- 
serted it  in  his  wife,  is  estopped  from  suing  for  a  violation  of 
his  statutory  rights ;  although  the  creditor  and  the  officer  pro- 
ceeded at  their  peril  of  the  wife's  action.* 

§  429.  Early  Gases  in  Indiana. — The  same  view  was  early 
taken  of  the  question  in  Indiana,  Where,  between  the  time  of  the 
rendition  of  a  judgment  and  the  issuing  of  an  execution,  the 
debtor  conveyed  all  his  property,  both  real  and  personal,  to  his 
son,  for  the  purpose,  as  was  alleged,  of  cheating  and  defrauding 
his  judgment-creditors.  The  constable  nevertheless  levied  on 
chattels  so  conveyed,  and  the  debtor  claimed  them  as  exempt 
under  the  statute  ;  and,  his  claim  being  denied,  he  brought  trover 
for  them  against  the  constable  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  judgment. 
It  was  held  that,  if  he  had  conveyed  the  property,  though  fraud- 
ulently, with  delivery  of  possession,  such  conveyance  divested 
him  of  all  interest  in  it.  If  the  grantee  was  privy  to  the  fraud, 
his  title  was  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  grantor.     If  he 

1  Diffenderfer  v.  Fisher,  8  Grant  Cas.  80. 
«  Strouse  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St  190. 
*  Gilleland  v,  Ehoads,  84  Pa.  St  187. 
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was  not  privy  to  the  fraud,  and  obtained  the  property  for  an  ade- 
quate consideration,  he  would  hold  it  against  both  the  grantor 
and  his  creditors.  In  either  event  the  question  must  arise  be- 
tween the  grantee  and  the  creditors.  The  circumstance  that 
one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dollars*  worth  of  this  property,  had 
it  not  been  conveyed  away,  might  have  been  retained  by  the 
grantor  as  exempt  from  execution  did  not  alter  the  case.  The 
possessor  of  such  exempted  property  might,  it  was  supposed,  sell 
it.  If  he  did  so,  and  it  were  subsequently  levied  on  for  his  debt, 
the  purchaser  might  probably  reclaim  it  from  under  the  execu- 
tion, but  the  vendor  could  not  find  title  on  which  to  rest  a  suit. 
There  was  no  difference,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,  as  to  its 
effect  upon  title,  whether,  the  one  hundred  and  twenty-five  dol- 
lars' worth  of  exempt  property  were  sold  separately  from,  or  in- 
cluded in,  an  indiscriminate  sale,  fraudulent  or  otherwise,  with 
other  property.  There  was  no  principle  which  would  enable  the 
seller,  simply  upon  his  own  volition,  to  avoid  his  conveyance  as 
to  the  whole  or  a  part  of  the  property.  He  could  not  set  up  his 
own  fi-aud  as  a  ground  for  such  avoidance.^  In  a  later  case  in  the 
same  state  the  debtor  sold  his  property  while  an  execution  was  in 
the  hands  of  an  oflicer.  The  execution  was  levied  upon  it  in  the 
hands  of  the  vendee.  Under  the  circumstances  of  the  case  —  all 
the  debtor's  property  being  of  less  value  than  the  statutory  ex- 
emption, and  the  execution  having  lain  in  the  hands  of- the  officer 
four  months  before  the  lew  —  the  debtor  was  allowed  to  claim  his 
exemption,  and  to  recover  damages  of  the  officer  for  disallowing  it.' 

§  430.  Contrary  Views  —  Fraud  does  not  destroy  Exemp- 
tion.— On  the  other  hand,  it  is  said  in  North  Carolina  that  the 
personal  property  exemption  cannot  be  reached  by  execution  at 
all ;  for  as  to  that,  under  the  Constitution,  there  can  be  no  cred- 
itor, and  no  forfeiture  by  an  attempt  to  make  a  fraudulent  con- 
veyance. <«  Our  laws,"  says  the  court,  **  have  long  been  so 
framed  as  to  make  fraudulent  conveyances  void  as  to  creditors, 
and  our  habits  of  thinkino:  run  in  the  same  direction  ;  so  that  it 
is  difficult  to  realize  that  another  and  a  new  right  has  been  inter- 

^  Mandlove  v.  Burton,  1  Ind.  89,  opinion  by  Perkins,  J. 
'  Yandibur  v.  Love,  10  Ind.  64. 
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posed  between  the  creditor  and  debtor,  which  secures  certain  of 
his  property  even  from  his  own  frauds  upon  creditors.  It  is 
confirmed  by  the  Constitution,  and  is  inviolable/*  *  Thus,  where 
the  plaintiff  in  an  action  against  a  constable  for  selling  under 
execution  exempted  chattels  had,  before  the  issuing  of  the 
execution,  transferred  the  property  to  his  son-in-law,  in  con- 
sideration of  a  promise  to  support  him  and  his  wife,  who  were 
old,  and  to  pay  his  debts ;  and,  the  executions  coming,  he  had 
had  liis  personal  property  exemptions  laid  off  to  him  under  the 
statute,  embracing  this  same  property ;  and  the  property  was 
afterwards  attached  for  his  debts,  and  the  son-in-law  appeared  at 
the  trial  and  claimed  the  property  as  his,  the  debtor  being  pres- 
ent and  not  objecting ;  and  still  later,  but  before  the  sale,  the 
son-in-law,  being  unwilling  to  become  engaged  in  litigation,  re- 
canted the  contract  so  made  with  his  father-in-law ;  and,  finally, 
the  defendant  sold  the  judgments  obtained  against  the  plaintiff, 
it  was  held  that  the  officer  was  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  value 
of  the  property  at  the  time  of  its  seizure.* 

§  431.  Continued.  —  **  The  plain  design  of  the  Legislature," 
said  the  Supreme  Court  of  Alabama,  **  was,  as  far  as  practicable, 
to  secure  to  the  use  of  the  family  the  exempt  articles,  against 
the  improvidence  or  folly  of  the  head  of  the  family.  His  fraudu- 
lent conduct,  as  it  respects  the  rest  of  his  property,  cannot  be 
visited  on  his  family  so  as  to  deprive  them  of  the  right  thus 
secured  to  them  by  the  law.** '  **  The  exemption  provided  for,'* 
said  Davies,  J.,  in  a  case  in  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  New  York, 
**  is  not  exclusively  for  the  benefit  of  the  owner  of  the  team.  It 
is  mainly  that  the  family  for  which  he  provides  may  not  be  de- 
prived of  all  means  of  support,  and  cast  as  paupers  on  the  com- 
munity. It  was  not  to  be  withheld  from  those  who  had  com- 
mitted crimes  or  frauds,  or  from  those  who  had  participated 
therein."  And  in  the  same  case  Hogeboom,  J.,  said:  *'The 
question  of  exemption  is  one  of  fact^  depending  upon  the  neces- 

^  Duvall  v,  Rollins,  71  N.  0.  221,  Bynum,  J.    8o  as  to  the  homestead  exemption, 
secured  by  the  same  instrument    Orummen  v.  Bennet,  68  N.  C.  494. 
2  Duvall ».  Rollins,  68  N.  0.  220;  «.  c,  71  N.  C.  218. 
•  Callaway  t>.  Carpenter,  10  Ala.  608. 
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sity  of  the  horse  to  the  party  claiming  the  exemption,  and  not  of 
fraud  toward  creditors  in  so  arranging  the  residue  of  his  prop- 
erly as  to  require  such  exemption."  * 

§  432.  Continaed.  —  So  in  Mississippi  it  is  said  that  '*  the  ex- 
emption is  granted  without  reference  to  the  merit  or  demerit  of 
the  debtor.  It  is  founded  upon  a  policy  that  has  no  relation  to 
the  character  or  conduct  of  parties  claiming  the  benefit  of  it.  It 
is  the  interest  of  the  state  that  no  citizen  should  be  stripped  of 
the  implements  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  usual  em- 
ployment, and  that  families  should  not  be  made  paupers  or  beg- 
gars, or  be  deprived  of  shelter  and  reasonable  comforts,  in  conse- 
quence of  the  follies,  the  vices,  or  the  crimes  of  their  head. 
The  right  to  enjoy  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  do^s  not  in  any 
manner  depend  upon  the  question  whether  the  party  is  solvent 
or  insolvent,  whether  he  possesses  other  slaves  or  other  property 
or  not,  or  whether  he  has  or  has  not  made  a  fraudulent  disposi- 
tion of  other  property  with  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  his  credit- 
ors. The  statute  makes  no  such  exceptions,  and  it  is  not  for  the 
court  to  ingraft  them  upon  it."  *  Similar  views  have  been  ex- 
pressed by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri.  The  statutes  of 
exemption  of  that  state  **  were  not  made  alone  for  the  benefit  of 
the  debtor.  He  must  be  the  head  of  a  family.  The  Legislature 
had  an  eye  to  the  family  of  the  debtor — to  his  household — and 
determined  to  prevent  as  much  suffering  and  misery  from  enter- 
ing into  such  abodes  as  they  could,  by  saving  to  them  the  small 
allowance  mentioned  in  the  statutes.  *  *  *  if  the  defend- 
ant in  the  execution,  who  claims  the  property  to  be  exempt,  has 

»  Wilcox  V,  Hftwley,  81  N.  Y.  657,  669.  This  case  overrules  the  doctrine  of  Brackett 
V,  Watkins,  21  Wend.  68,  which  was  replevin  for  exempt  property  levied  on  hy  an 
officer,  in  which  Oowen,  J.,  said :  "  If  there  be  an  appearance,  from  circumstances, 
that  the  plaintiif  has  reduced  himself  to  exempt  property  in  order  to  defraud  his 
creditors,  that  question  should  be  submitted  to  the  jury,  under  proper  directions  from 
the  court  Their  sagacity  would  be,  in  general,  quite  a  match  for  the  case.  On  their 
being  satisfied  that  the  plaintiif  had  placed  himself  on  his  exempt  property  in  order 
to  defraud  his  creditors,  as  in  the  instance  below,  by  a  sale  of  his  sheep  and  wool,  they 
may  clearly  place  him  beyond  the  reach  of  the  statute  by  sustaining  the  levy.  His 
sales  or  other  arrangements  would  come  within  the  words  of  the  statute  18  Elizabeth, 
being  to  delay,  hinder,  or  deAraud  creditors ;  or,  if  not,  they  would  be  void  at  the 
common  law." 

'  Moseley  v.  Anderson,  40  Miss.  54. 
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concealed  and  hid,  or  placed  beyond  the  immediate  reach  of  the 
officers  of  justice,  his  property,  and  this  fact  be  known  to  the 
phiintift'  in  the  execution,  let  him  ferret  out  the  hidden  property, 
and  take  steps  to  reach  it  and  subject  it  to  the  process  of  the 
law.  The  burden  should  be  upon  his  shoulders.  If  the  phiintiff 
here  in  the  execution  asserts  that  the  defendant  has  concealed 
his  property,  let  him  search  out  the  property  with  his  writ  of 
execution.  He  can  garnishee  under  execution  the  persons  in 
whose  possession  the  property  is  supposed  to  be.  Let  him  take 
this  course.  He  has  no  right  by  act  to  destroy  the  obvious  inten- 
tion of  the  statute  in  favor  of  the  helpless  and  needy,  when  he 
can  so  easily,  by  garnisheeing,  reach  the  hidden  or  concealed 
property.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  he  cannot  find  it,  or  does 
not  know  whfere  it  is.  He  charges  that  the  defendant  has  con- 
cealed it;  then  the  law  gives  him  means  to  pursue  it."  *  Ac- 
cordingly, in  an  action  against  a  constable  for  selling  exempt 
personal  property,  an  answer  which  states  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  levy  and  sale,  the  plaintiff  had  other  property,  not  specifically 
exempt  from  execution,  more  than  suflicient  to  pay  the  debt, 
which  he  concealed  from  the  oflicer,  so  as  to  keep  it  out  of  the 
reach  of  the  execution,  presents  no  defense.  **Let  it  be  once 
understood,"  said  the  court,  *'that  such  an  allegation  in  a  de- 
fendant's answer,  in  cases  like  the  present,  will  be  availing,  and 
you  might  as  well  strike  the  whole  provision  exempting  property 
from  execution  from  the  statute  book."  * 

§  433.  Early  Doctrine  in  IllinoiB — Fraudulent  Transfers 
destroy  Exemption.  —  In  an  early  case  in  Illinois,  in  which  the 
rights  of  debtors  under  an  exemption  law  of  that  state  were 
thoroughly  discussed,  the  court  says  if  a  defendant  **  has  aliened, 
or  concealed,  or  otherwise  disposed  of  all  his  property,  except 
such  as  he  desires  to  select^  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding,  delay- 
ing, or  hindering  his  creditor  in  the  collection  of  his  debts,  he 
will  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  law  for  the  protection 
of  the  property  thus  retained  by  him."  •    In  a  later  Illinois  case 

^  Megehe  v.  Draper,  21  Mo.  510,  opinion  hy  Byland,  J. 

«  Ibid. 

»  Cook  i;.  Scott,  6  m.  844. 
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the  debtor  delivered  up  a  horse,  exempt  from  execution  under 
the  statute,  to  a  mortgagee  under  a  forfeited  mortgage,  but  the 
latter  had  allowed  the  debtor  to  use  it  when  he  pleased.  The 
horse  was  levied  upon  as  the  property  of  the  debtor ;  the  mort- 
gagee, not  the  debtor,  claimed  it  as  his,  and,  on  trial  of  right  of 
property,  the  issue  was  found  against  him.  After  the  trial  of  the 
right  of  property,  and  before  sale,  the  debtor  shifted  his  tactics, 
and  claimed  the  horse  as  exempt  to  him  under  the  statute.  This 
claim  was  disregarded,  the  horse  was  sold,  and  the  debtor  brought 
trespass  against  the  constable  to  recover  the  penalty  given  by  the 
statute,  of  threefold  the  value  of  the  horse.^  It  was  held  that 
this  action  could  not  be  sustained.  The  debtor  had  no  such  title 
to  the  horse  as  would  enable  him  to  maintain  the^  action.  As 
between  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  and  the  mortgagee,  the  title 
was  found  against  the  latter ;  but  it  by  no  means  followed  that 
the  chattel  belonged  to  the  execution  debtor.  When  property 
levied  upon  was  claimed  by  a  third  person,  the  question  to  be 
tried  was  "  whether  the  right  of  such  claimant  be  in  the  claimant 
or  not."  The  judgment  was  conclusive  only  upon  the  parties 
and  privies.  It  did  not  determine  that  it  belonged  to  the  defend- 
ant in  the  execution  ;  for  it  often  happened  that  property  not  his 
own  at  the  time  was  liable  to  be  taken  in  satisfaction  of  an  exe- 
cution ao:ainst  him.  The  fact  that  the  constable  levied  on  the 
horse  as  the  property  of  the  execution  debtor  did  not  estop  him 
from  denying  that  it  was  the  property  of  the  debtor,  and  his 
return  was,  in  this  regard,  hut prima-facie  evidence  against  him. 
*•  If,"  said  the  court,  '*  a  party  fraudulently  transfers  his  prop- 
erty for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  payment  of  his  debts,  or 
even  sell  it  for  a  valuable  consideration  after  it  has  become  sub- 
ject to  the  lien  of  an  execution  against  him,  he  cannot  afterwards 
claim  the  property  as  his,  and  recover  from  the  oflScer  selling  it 
three  times  its  value,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  exempt  from 
execution  against  him."' 

§  434.    This  Doctrine  overruled.  —  In  a  subsequent  case  de- 
termined in  the  same  court  an  attempt  was  made  to  distinguish 

»  Rev.  Stat  HI.,  ed.  1868,  p.  606,  J  35. 

»  CaaseU  v.  Williams,  12  HI.  887,  opinion  by  Trumbull,  J. 
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this  case,  but  the  broad  doctrine  there  declared  —  that,  in  the  case 
of  exempt  property,  there  can  be  no  fraudulent  conveyance — un- 
doubtedly oveiTules  it.  The  question  arose  under  a  statute 
exempting  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  personal  property  from  execu- 
tion, and  it  was  shown  that  the  debtor  did  not  have,  in  all,  sixty 
dollars'  worth,  including  the  chattel  in  question,  which  he  had 
mortgaged  to  a  third  person,  the  mortgageor  retaining  possession. 
<«The  question  might  be  changed,"  the  court  thought,  **if  he 
were  shown  to  be  covering  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  other  property 
by  exemption,  and  this  by  mortgage.  Then,  indeed,  a  bo'iia-fide 
mortgage,  as  this  appears  to  be,  might  become  fi-audulent  as  to 
creditors,  by  the  actual  possession  of  the  mortgageor.  •  •  * 
But  it  is  not  liable,  because  exempt  by  the  stsvtute  protection  ; 
and,  therefore,  he  cannot  complain  of  fraud  in  mortgaging  prop- 
erty not  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt."  ^ 

§  435.  The  resulting  Doctrine.  —  This  view,  which  has  been 
fully  developed  elsewhere,  in  treating  of  so-called  fraudulent  con- 
veyances of  homesteads,*  seems  unassailable.  The  whole  argu- 
ment is  aptly  presented  by  the  Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky, 
in  a  case  where  an  embarrassed  debtor  had  sold  his  only  horse, 
exempt  under  the  statute  from  execution,  retaining  possession  of 
the  chattel :  *«  The  only  horse  and  work-beast  a  debtor  has  in  his 
possession  cannot  give  him  a  delusive  credit,  because  the  thing 
possessed  is  not  liable  to  the  payment  of  existing  or  subse- 
quently-created debts ;  and  it  cannot  be  said  that  an  individual 
can  acquire  credit  by  the  possession  of  property  not  subject  to 
the  payment  of  debt."*  Upon  the  same  principle  a  mortgage 
by  a  debtor  of  all  his  property  has  been  held  in  Illinois  not 
fraudulent  as  to  his  creditors  if  the  whole  of  it  does  not  exceed 
in  value  the  limit  of  the  statutory  exemption ;  since  they  have 
no  right  to  levy  upon  it  or  sell  it  for  their  debts.* 

§  436.   Assignment  reserving:  exempt  Property. — So,  where 

^  Yaughan  v.  Thompson,  17  HI.  78,  opinion  by  Scates,  0.  J. 
«  Ante,  22  409-412. 

•  Anthony  v.  Wade,  1  Bush,  111,  opinion  by  Peters,  0.  J. 

*  Yaughan  v.  Thompson,  17  111.  78.    To  same  effect  see  Tracy  v.  Coyer,  28  Ohio 
St  61. 
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the  debtor,  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  his  creditors,  sold  all 
of  his  property  except  such  as  was  by  law  exempt  from  execu- 
tion, this  did  not  prevent  him  from  claiming  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  as  to  the  rest.*  So,  in  Tennessee,  a  deed  of  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors  was  held  not  fraudulent  in  law  be- 
cause it  contained  the  following  reservation:  **I,  however, 
reserve  the  property  exempt  by  law  from  execution  to  me  as 
head  of  a  family.'*  * 

*  Callaway  v.  Carpenter,  10  Ala.  500;  Hoseley  v.  Anderson,  40  Miss.  49;  Wilcox  v. 
Hawley,  81  N.  T.  64S. 

'  McCord  V,  Moore,  6  Heisk.  784.  This  case  overrules,  in  effect,  Sugg  v.  Tillman, 
2  Swan,  208,  though  professing  not  to  do  so.  In  the  latter  case  an  assignment  in 
trust  hy  a  dehtor,  for  the  henefit  of  a  portion  of  his  creditors,  of  all  his  property  of 
every  description,  consisting  of  real  and  personal  estate,  and  including  com,  fodder, 
hacon,  fiirming-utensils,  household  and  kitchen  furniture,  etc.,  was  held  fraudulent 
in  law,  whether  so  intended  or  not»  hecause  of  the  following  reservation :  **  Reserving 
to  myself,  however,  out  of  the  aforesaid  stock,  fiirming-utensils,  provender,  provisions, 
household  and  kitchen  fVimiture  (as  all  of  my  property  of  that  description,  as  well  as 
every  other  description,  is  intended  to  be  embraced  by  this  conveyance),  so  much  as  I 
am  by  law  allowed  to  retain  free  from  execution."  The  reasons  given  by  the  court  for 
so  holding  are  thus  expressed  by  Caruthers,  J. :  "  There  is  no  legal  proposition  better 
settled  than  that  an  assignment  in  trust,  for  the  benefit  of  chosen  creditors,  which  se- 
cures upon  its  face  any  benefit  or  advantage  to  the  debtor  who  makes  it  is  void  in 
law  as  to  all  other  creditors.  Darwin  v,  Handley,  8  Yerg.  506;  Peacock  v,  Tomp- 
kins, Meigs,  317,  828;  Somerville  v.  Horton,  4  Terg.  541.  The  case  of  articles 
consumed  in  their  use  being  reserved  ftdls  under  this  principle.  In  relation  to  these 
it  is  decided  in  the  case  of  Trabue  v,  Willis,  Meigs,  583,  by  this  court,  that,  even  if  it 
were  proved  that  such  articles  so  reserved  in  the  deed  were  sold  and  the  proceeds 
applied  to  the  debts  secured,  it  would  not  save  the  deed  and  restore  it  to  legal  vigor, 
as  the  law  pronounces  it  void.  Now,  is  there  not  an  express  reservation  of  a  portion 
of  the  property  conveyed,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  debtor,  in  the  clause  above 
extracted,  in  direct  conflict  with  this  principle?  This  fact  alone  must  certainly  be 
fiital  to  this  deed,  unless  there  is  an  antidote  to  be  found  in  the  provisions  of  the  acts 
of  Assembly  for  the  benefit  of  insolvent  debtors.  These  laws  should  be  upheld  in  all 
their  vigor,  being  laudable  and  humane  in  their  object.  But  it  will  not  do  to  permit 
them  to  be  used  as  a  mask  for  fraud,  or  to  mix  and  confiise  the  articles  set  apart  by 
them  for  the  unfortunate  debtor  with  assignments  of  his  property  voluntarily  mode 
for  the  benefit  of  favored  creditors.  How  are  excluded  creditors  to  know  what  arti- 
cles in  particular  are  claimed  under  these  acts  if  they  are  thrown  into  confusion  with 
a  laljge  quantity  of  property  of  the  same  nature  and  description?  The  person  claim- 
ing this  benefit  of  exemption  must  set  apart  what  the  law  allows  him,  that  it  may  be 
known  by  all  who  are  concerned,  and  separated  from  that  part  of  his  estate  which  is 
subject  to  his  debts.  But  in  this  deed  it  is  included  in  the  conveyance  with  the  mass 
of  his  property,  and  reserved  in  general  terms.  Creditors  are  not  able  to  judge 
whether  the  quantity  or  kind  of  property  specified  in  the  law  is  claimed,  as  there  is  no 
separation  or  description  of  it.  This  exemption  property  is  strongly  guarded  and 
protected  by  penalties  against  officers  and  others  who  attempt  to  interfere  with  it,  and 
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§  437.  Fraudulent  Concealment. — It  is  not  a  fraud  for  an 
insolvent  debtor  to  omit  to  include,  in  his  schedule,  property  which 
has  been  assigned  to  him  as  exempt  by  commissioners,  under  a 
statute  of  exemption,  although  the  property  be  in  fact  such  as 
cannot  be  legally  assigned.*  A  debtor  who  puts  exempt  prop- 
erty out  of  the  way  of  the  levying  officer  will  be  deemed  to  have 
elected  to  retain  it,  and,  consequently,  cannot  claim  another 
chattel  of  the  same  kind  exceeding,  with  the  concealed  property, 
the  number  exempt,  when  it  is  levied  on.* 

§  438.    Claim  of  Exemption  by  fraudulent    Transferee. — 

We  have  seen  tliat,  where  a  conveyance  containing  a  relinquish- 
ment of  dower  is  avoided  for  fraud  at  the  suit  of  creditors,  the 
fraudulent  grantee  cannot  set  up  the  wife's  potential  right  of 
dower  as  against  the  creditors.'  The  same  ruling  has  been  made 
where  a  fraudulent  conveyance  of  chattels  was  set  aside  at  the 
suit  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  and  the  fraudulent  conveyee 
claimed  that,  as  to  those  portions  which  were  exempt  from  exe- 
cution, the  conveyance  was  valid.  The  court  said,  in  substance, 
that  the  exemption  was  a  personal  privilege  given  to  the  bank- 
rupt debtor,  which  he  might  waive  by  not  claiming  it ;  and  his 
acts  in  executing  the  bill  of  sale  of  the  chattels,  and  failing  to 

for  that  reason  also  it  should  be  distinctly  marked.  There  is  no  way  here  to  distin- 
guish it  from  the  other  property,  and  we  can  only  regard  it  as  a  reservation  in  this 
deed  of  a  benefit  and  advantage  to  the  debtor,  intended  to  keep  off  and  defraud  other 
creditors.  But  upon  another  ground  it  would  avoid  the  deed.  It  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  sale  of  all  the  property  of  the  vendor  of  the  same  nature  to  these  trustees,  for  the 
payment  of  debts,  except  so  much  of  the  same  as  he  is  allowed  by  law  to  hold  exempt 
from  execution.  Now,  what  is  sold  is  not  separated  from  that  which  is  reserved  fit>m 
the  sale.  All  the  com  lies  together  in  the  heap,  all  the  pork  in  the  smoke-house,  all 
the  horses  in  the  stable,  all  the  cows  in  the  pen,  etc  The  vendees  or  trustees  cannot 
bring  trover  for  the  quantity  conveyed  to  them,  because  it  is  not  separated  ftoia  the 
part  retained.  They  have  no  title  in  any  particular  thing  or  quantity.  The  debtor 
may  pass  his  claim  from  one  part  of  the  bulk  to  another,  under  this  undefined  right, 
until  all  is  consumed.  The  property,  therefore,  under  this  principle  not  passing  at 
all,  remains  subject  to  other  execution  creditors,  to  the  complainants.  So  it  will  be 
seen  that  this  single  provision  in  the  deed,  under  our  view  of  the  law,  is  a  poison 
which  diffuses  itself  through  the  whole  instrument  and  works  its  destruction  as  to 
creditors." 

1  Ballard  v.  Walker,  7  Jones  L.  84. 

'  Ross  V.  Hannah,  18  Ala.  126 ;  compare  Gamble  v.  Reynolds,  42  Ala.  286. 

*  Lockett  V.  James,  8  Bush,  28. 
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claim  any  exemption  therein  in  the  bankruptcy  court,  amounted 
to  such  a  waiver.  If  the  bankrupt  himself  did  not  choose  to 
assert  any  claim  under  the  statute,  the  mortgagee  was  in  no 
position  to  claim  it  against  the  assignee.^ 

1  Edmondson  v.  Hyde,  2  Sawyer,  206,  218, 
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CHAPTER  X. 

OF  THE   DIVESTITURE   OF  THE   HOMESTEAD   BY    CONTRACT. 

ARTICLE  I.— Power  to  waive  prospectivi  Benefit  of  Exemption  Laws. 

■ 

Section  440.   Scope  of  this  Discussion. 

441.  Waiver  by  Contract  of  prospective  Exemption. 

442.  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania. 
443,  444.   Contrary  Doctrine  in  New  York. 

445.  Doctrine  in  Kentucky. 

446.  In  Iowa. 

447.  Application  of  these  Views  to  the  Homestead  Exemption. 

448.  Statutory  Rule  as  to  Homesteads  in  Iowa. 

449.  In  Pennsylvania,  Waiver  as  to  one  Creditor  is  a  Waiver  as  to  alL 

450.  Defenses  in  such  Case — Fraud  —  Mistake. 

ARTICLE  n. — Power  to  alien  the  Homestead. 

Section  452.  The  Exemption  Privilege  not  alienable. 

458.  General  Rule. 

454.  A  contrary  View  —  Sale  on  Abandonment  to  general  Creditors. 

455.  The  general  Rule  otherwise. 

456.  Power  to  mortgage. 

457.  Continued — Rule  in  Louisiana. 

458.  Is  a  Sale  under  a  Mortgage  a  "forced  Sale?"  — Doctrine  in  Texas. 

459.  Continued — Doctrine  in  Illinois. 

460.  Alienation  not  restrained  by  the  Nebraska  Statute. 

461.  The  Words  "Mortgage,"  "Release,"  "Waive,"  in  the  Kentucky  Stat- 

ute, do  not  restrain  absolute  Sale. 

ARTICLE  m.  —  Statutory  Restraints  upon  Alienation  of  the  Homestead. 

1,  In  Qmeral. 

Section  465.  Statutory  Provisions. 

466.  Constitutionality  of  legislative  Restraint  on  Alienation. 

467.  These  Rules  apply  to  what  Estates. 

468.  Cases  where  these  Restrictions  do  not  apply* 

469.  Conveyance  to  secure  privileged  Debt 

470.  These  Restrictions  cannot  be  evaded  by  Husband. 

471.  But  do  not  exclude  Power  to  lease. 

472.  K  the  Homestead  has  not  been  selected,  what 
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Skction  473.  Conveyaooe  to  Wife  and  Children  not  an  Alienntion. 

474.  Conveyance  by  Husband  alone,  in  geneml,  void. 

476.  Consequences  which  flow  from  this  View. 

476.  Void  only  as  to  Homestead  in  Fact 

477.  Void  only  as  to  Homestead  Value. 

478.  Reasons  of  this  Rule. 

479.  Proceeding  to  subject  Excess. 

480.  Continued — Form  of  Relief. 

481.  Continued — Ejectment. 

482.  Proceeding  in  such  Case  to  recover  or  defend  Homestead. 
488, 484.  Void  Sale  validated  by  subsequent  Abandomnent. 
485,486.  Illustrations. 

487.  Continued — Mortgages  in  Texas. 

488.  Void  Sale,  Abandonment,  and  subsequent  Death  of  Husband. 

489.  Effect  of  subsequent  Death  of  Wife. 

490.  Effect  of  subsequent  Death  of  both  Husband  and  W^ife. 

491 .  Husband' s  Bond  for  Title  —  Specific  Performance — Damages — Plead- 

ing. 

492.  Conflicts  between  Alienees. 

493.  Remedy  of  junior  Mortgagee. 

S.  In  Maasdchuaetta* 

495.  Terms  of  the  Statute. 

496.  Nature  of  the  Estate  thus  created. 

497.  Not  an  Exemption  of  the  Fee. 

498.  Resulting  Rules  —  Vendible  by  Husband  without  Consent  of  Wife. 

5.  In  New  Hampshire. 

600.  Nature  of  the  Homestead  Right  in  this  State — Inchoate  Homestead 

not  assignable. 

601.  This  Doctrine  illustrated. 

602.  Husband's  Deed  estops  Husband,  Wife,  and  Children. 
508.  But,  after  Husband's  Death,  Widow, may  have  Assignment 

504, 505.   This  Right  not  impaired  by  Abandonment 

506, 507.  Alienation  of  Part  of  Homestead  by  Husband  concludes  Widow. 

^  ••• 

4*  In  Vermont, 

508.  Terms  of  the  early  Statute. 

509.  Nature  of  the  Right  thus  created. 

510.  Terms  of  the  later  Statute. 

511.  Effect  of  this  Statute— Husband's  sole  Deed  void. 

5.  In  California. 

518.   The  Homestead  declared  an  Estate  of  joint  Tenancy. 

514.  This  Doctrine  denied  in  later  Cases. 

515.  But  reenacted  by  Statute. 

516.  Subsequent  Views  of  the  Court 

517.  The  resulting  Doctrine. 

518.  Sale  of  Reversion  after  Termination  of  Homcstond  Estate. 
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6,   In  Georgia, 

520.  Dedication  of  the  Homestead  in  Geoi^a. 

521.  Restraint  upon  Power  to  sell  and  incumber. 

522.  Nature  of  the  Ordinary's  Function — When  incompetent 
628.  Effect  of  these  Restrictions. 

524.  Absolute  Conveyance,  and  Bond  to  reconvey. 

7.  In  Texas,  by  euroidng  Spouse. 
[See  §§60S,  639,/»o«<.] 

8,  Manner  of  executing  Conveyance  of  Homestead  Property. 

526.  Mortgage  by  Wife  alone. 

627.  Separate  Deeds  of  Husband  and  Wife. 

528.  Rule  in  niinois — Homestead  must  bo  waived  in  express  Terms. 

529.  A  similar  Rule  in  Massachusetts. 

580.  Similar  Views  of  Chancellor  Cooper,  of  Tennessee. 

581.  A  different  Rule  in  Iowa  and  Kentucky. 

582.  The  Certificate  of  Acknowledgment. 

588.  Impeachment  of  Wife's  Acknowledgment. 
684.   Continued  —  Quantum  of  Proof  required. 

ARTICLE  I.  —  Power  to  waive  prospective  Benefit  op  Exesip- 

TiON  Laws. 

§  440.  Scope  of  this  Discussion.  —  Can  a  debtor  solely,  or 
jointly  with  his  wife,  in  executing  a  note  or  other  contract  by 
which  a  debt  is  created,  waive  prospectively  the  right  to  claim 
the  benefit  of  the  homestead  exemption  without  executing,  iu 
the  mode  pointed  out  by  the  statute  for  conve3dng  the  homestead, 
a  formal  mortgage  or  deed  of  trust  covering  such  property  ?  This 
question  will  first  be  exaipined  so  far  as  it  relates  to  the  exemp- 
tion of  chattels  from  execution,  since  the  two  subjects  inhere  so 
closely  together  that  it  is  impracticable  to  discuss  them  sepa- 
rately.^ In  the  catalogue  of  chattel  exemptions  I  have  ranked 
the  so-called  homestead  exemption  of  Pennsylvania;  because, 
although  the  selection  may  be  made  either  out  of  land  or  chat- 
tels, yet,  as  the  value  of  the  exemption  is  limited  to  $300,  a 
selection  out  of  realty  is,  in  most  cases,  impracticable. 

§  441.    Waiver   by   Contract  of  prospective   Exemption. — 

Upon  the  question  whether  a  debtor  can,  in  contracting  a  debt, 

^  The  waiver  of  the  benefit  of  exemption  laws  at  levy  and  sale  belongs  to  another 
chapter.     Post,  }}  639-646. 
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waive  his  prospective  right  of  exemption  so  far  as  the  same  will 
affect  such  debt,  the  authorities  are  divided.  In  Pennsylvania,^ 
Massachusetts,'^  Ohio,^  it  is  held  that  such  an  exemption  is  a  per- 
sonal privilege,  which  the  debtor  may  waive  at  pleasure.  But 
the  contrary  has  been  held  in  New  York,*  in  lowa,^  in  Ken- 
tucky,® in  Wisconsin,^  in  Tennessee,®  and  in  Louisiana.* 

§  442.    Views  of  the  SaprenoLe  Court  of  PeimsylvaDia*  —  In 

Case  V.  Dunmore  ^^  the  following  reasons  were  given  by  Lewis,  J., 
for  the  view  taken  by  the  Pennsylvania  court :  **  It  has  been  re- 
peatedly decided  by  this  court  that  the  exemption  of  goods  from 
execution  under  the  act  of  1849  is  a  privilege  for  the  benefit  of 
the  debtor,  which  he  may  waive  even  by  the  omission  to  claim  it 
at  the  proper  time,  without  any  express  contract  for  the  purpose. 
But,  where  at  the  time  of  contracting  the  debt  he  agrees  tp  waive 
the  benefit  of  the  exemption,  and  this  forms  the  ground  of  the 
credit  given  to  him,  the  injustice  of  permitting  him  to  violate  his 
contract  and  thus  to  defraud  his  creditor  is  too  palpable  to  need 
illustration,  or  to  require  the  aid  of  precedents  to  discountenance 
it.  Notwithstanding  the  benevolent  provisions  of  the  statute  in 
favor  of  unfortunate  and  thoughtless  debtors,  it  was  far  from  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  to  deprive  the  free  citizens  of  the 
state  of  the  right,  upon  due  deliberation,  to  make  their  own  con- 
tracts in  their  own  way,  in  regard  to  securing  the  payment  of 

*  McKinney  v.  Reader,  6  Watts,  40 ;  Case  t>.  Dunmore,  28  Pa.  St  93 ;  Lauck's 
Appeal,  24  Pa.  St  426;  Bowman  ©.  Smiley,  81  Pa.  St  225;  Shelly's  Appeal,  86  Pa. 
St  878 ;  Smiley  v.  Bowman,  8  Grant  Cas.  182 ;  Lauck's  Appeal,  44  Pa.  St  895 ;  Bee- 
gle  V.  Wentz,  65  Pa.  St  869 ;  O'Nail  v.  Craig,  56  Pa.  St  161 ;  Adams  v,  Bachert,  88 
Pa,  St  624. 

*  Dow  r.  Cheney,  108  Mass.  181. 

»  Frost  r.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270;  Butt  v.  Green,  29  Ohio  St  667. 

*  Kneetle  v.  Newcomh,  22  N.  Y.  249 ;  8,  c,  81  Barb.  869;  Crawford  v.  Lockwood,  9 
How.  Pr.  547 ;  Harper  v.  Leal,  10  How.  Pr.  282. 

*  Curtis  V.  O'Brien,  20  Iowa,  876. 

*  Moxley  v,  Ragan,  10  Bush,  156 ;  »,  c,  18  Am.  Law  Beg.  {s,  s.)  748. 
T  Maxwell  v.  Reed,  7  Wis.  682. 

*  Denny  v.  White,  2  Coldw.  288. 

»  Van  Wickle  v,  Landry,  29  La.  Am  880 ;  Hardin  v.  Wolf,  29  La.  An.  888.    So,  a 
stipulation  in  a  contract  waiving  *'  any  relief  whatever  from  appraisement  or  valuation 
laws"  was  held  void  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana.    Levicks  v.  Walker,  9  Am. 
Law  Beg.  112. 
»  28  Pa.  St  94. 
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debts  honestly  due.  Creditors  are  still  recognized  as  having 
some  rights ;  and  it  is  not  the  intention  of  the  Legislatui'e  to 
destroy  them  by  impairing  the  obligation  of  contracts.  It  fre- 
quently happens  that  the  creditor  is  more  in  need  of  public  sym- 
pathy than  the  debtor.  When  a  poor  man  is  unjustly  kept  out 
of  money  due  to  him,  the  distress  arising  from  the  want  of  it  is 
often  greater  than  that  caused  to  the  other  party  by  its  collection. 
If  the  suffering  was  but  equal,  it  is  plain  that  one  man  should 
not  suffer  for  the  follies  or  misfortunes  of  another.  Every  one 
should  bear  his  own  burthen.  The  statute  which  exempts  debt- 
ors from  the  operation  of  this  piinciple  did  not  take  away  from 
them  the  right  to  waive  the  privilege  thus  conferred  whenever 
their  consciences  or  their  necessities  prompted  the  waiver.^  This 
rule  of  the  Pennsylvania  court  was  regretted  in  a  subsequent 
case,  where  Woodward,  J.,  said:  *<  Perhaps  it  would  have  been 
well  if  the  court  had  set  out  by  denying  the  capacity  of  the 
debtor  to  waive  the  statutory  exemption  in  favor  of  any  creditor. 
It  might  have  been  urged  in  support  of  such  a  view  that  the 
Legislature  intended  a  benefit  to  the  family  of  the  debtor  rather 
than  to  the  debtor  himself;  and  that  his  caprice  or  will,  tempted 
as  they  might  be  by  the  creditor,  should  not  defeat  the  legisla- 
tive benefaction  in  favor  of  those  who  were  dependent  upon 
him." « 

§  443.  Contrary  Doctrine  in  New  York.  —  The  reasons  which 
sustain  the  opposite  view  are  well  set  forth  in  the  principal  New 
York  case  by  Denio,  J. :  **  The  statutes  which  allow  a  debtor, 
being  a  householder  and  having  a  family  for  which  he  provides, 
to  retain,  as  against  the  legal  remedies  of  his  creditors,  certain 
articles  of  prime  necessity,  to  a  limited  amount,  are  based  upon 
views  of  policy  and  humanity,  which  would  be  frustrated  if  an 
agreement  like  that  contained  in  these  notes,  entered  into  in 
connection  with  the  principal  contract,  could  be  sustained.  A 
few  words  contained  in  any  note  or  obligation  would  operate  to 
change  the  law  between  those  parties,  and  so  far  disappoint  the 
intentions  of  the  Legislature.     If  effect  shall  be  given  to  such 

^  Case  V,  Dunmore,  23  Pa.  St  98,  opinion  by  Lewis,  J. 

»  Shelly's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St  880,  opinion  by  Woodward,  J. 
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provisions,  it  is  likely  that  they  will  be  generally  inserted  in 
obligations  for  small  demands,  and  in  that  way  the  policy  of  the 
law  will  be  completely  overthrown.  Every  honest  man  who 
contracts  a  debt  expects  to  pay  it,  and  believes  he  will  be  able  to 
do  so  without  having  his  property  sold  on  execution.  No  one 
worthy  to  be  trusted  would,  therefore,  be  apt  to  object  to  a  clause 
subjecting  all  his  property  to  levy  on  execution  in  case  of  non- 
payment. It  was  against  the  consequences  of  this  over-confidence, 
and  the  readiness  of  men  to  make  contracts  which  may  deprive 
them  and  their  families  of  articles  indispensable  to  their  comfort, 
that  the  Legislature  has  undertaken  to  interpose.  When  a  man's 
last  cow  is  taken  on  an  execution  on  a  judgment  rendered  upon 
one  of  these  notes,  it  is  no  sufficient  answer  to  say  that  it  was 
done  pursuant  to  his  consent,  freely  given,  when  he  contracted 
the  debt.  The  law  was  designed  to  protect  him  against  his  own 
improvidence  in  giving  such  consent.  The  statutes  contain  many 
examples  of  legislation  based  upon  the  same  motives.  The  laws 
against  usury,  those  which  forbid  impnsonmeut  for  debt,  and 
those  which  allow  a  redemption  after  the  sale  of  land  on  execu- 
tion are  of  this  class.  So  of  the  principle  originally  introduced 
by  courts  of  equity,  and  which  has  been  long  established  in  all 
coui-ts,  to  the  efiect  that,  if  one  convey  land  as  security  for  a 
debt,  and  agree  that  his  deed  shall  become  absolute  if  payment 
is  not  made  by  the  day,  he  shall  still  be  entitled  to  redeem  on 
paying  the  debt  and  interest;  and  so,  also,  with  executory  con- 
tracts without  consideration  to  make  gifts,  and  the  like.  In 
these  cases  the  law  seeks  to  mitigate  the  consequences  of  men's 
thoughtlessness  and  improvidence,  and  it  does  not,  I  think,  allow 
its  policy  to  be  evaded  by  any  language  which  may  be  inserted 
in  the  contract.  It  is  not  always  equally  careful  to  shield  persons 
from  those  acts  which,  instead  of  being  promissory  in  their  char- 
acter and  prospective  in  their  operation,  take  effect  immediately. 
One  may  turn  out  his  last  cow  on  execution,  or  may  release  an 
equity  of  redemption,  and  he  will  be  bound  by  the  act.  In  thus 
discriminating  the  law  takes  notice  of  the  readiness  with  which 
sanguine  and  incautious  men  will  make  improvident  contracts 
which  look  tb  the  future  for  their  consummation,  when,  if  the 
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results  were  to  be  presently  realized,  they  would  not  enter  into 
them  at  all.  If,  with  the  consequences  immediately  before  them, 
they  will  do  the  act,  they  will  not  generally  be  allowed  to  retract, 
it  being  supposed  in  such  cases  that  valid  I'easons  for  the  trans- 
action may  have  existed,  and  that,  at  all  events,  the  party  was 
not  under  the  illusion  which  distance  of  time  creates.  Ordinarily, 
men  are  held  to  their  executory  as  well  as  their  executed  con- 
tracts ;  but,  in  a  few  exceptional  cases,  where  the  temptation  is 
great  or  the  consequences  peculiarly  inconvenient,  parties  are  not 
allowed  to  make  valid  prospective  agreements.  The  present  is, 
in  my  opinion,  one  of  those  cases.  Before  the  passage  of  the 
exemption  laws,  contracts  for  the  payment  of  money  at  a  future 
time  involved  the  consequence  that  all  the  debtor's  property, 
without  exception,  might  be  taken  on  execution  in  case  of  de- 
fault. By  the  statutes  exempting  certain  property,  the  Legis- 
lature, in  effect,  determined  that  it  was  inexpedient  to  allow 
contracts  entailing  such  results ;  and  this  was  done  by  providing 
that  property  of  limited  value  should  not  be  taken.  Parties 
cannot  now  stipulate  that  their  contracts  shall  have  the  same 
effect  as  under  the  former  law,  for  that  would  be  hostile  to  the 
policy  thus  established."^ 

§  444.  Gontinned*  —  "  There  is  another  consideration  belong- 
ing to  the  subject  which  should  be  referred  to.  These  exemp- 
tion laws  apply  only  to  householders  who  have  families  for  which 
they  provide.  It  is  a  fair  inference  from  this  feature  that  one 
object  of  the  Legislature  was  to  promote  the  comfoiii  of  families 
and  to  protect  them  from  the  improvidence  of  their  head.  This 
was  so  considered  by  the  Supreme  Court,  in  Woodward  v.  Murray.' 
*  I  think  it  clear,'  said  Judge  Piatt,  « that  the  Legislature  meant 
to  confer  this  privilege  on  each  of  those  little  primary  communi- 
ties called  families.'  Again :  *  It  was  designed  as  a  protection 
for  poor  and  destitute  families ;  and  the  forlorn  and  destitute 
condition  of  his  family,  in  the  absence  of  her  husband  and  father, 
gave  them  a  peculiar  claim  to  the  benefit  of  the  statute.'     Some 

^  Kneetle  v,  Newcomb,  22  N.  T.  260,  opinion  by  Denio,  J. 
«  18  Johns.  400. 
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articles  are  now  exempt  which  do  not  enter  into  the  common  use 
of  the  family  as  such ;  but  it  was  supposed  that  the  protection  of 
the  team  and  the  implements  of  a  man's  trade  would  be  likely  to 
enable  him  to  keep  his  family  together  and  to  preserve  the  do- 
mestic establishment  from  want  and  dispersion.  Assuming  this 
to  be  within  the  policy  of  the  enactments,  it  is  obvious  that  a 
contract  like  the  one  contained  in  these  notes  is  subversive  of  it, 
and,  consequently,  illegal  and  void.  The  maxim  modits  et  conven- 
tio  vincunt  legem  is  not  of  universal  application".  It  applies 
only  to  agreements  in  themselves  legal.  Where  no  rule  of  law 
or  principle  of  public  policy  is  concerned,  the  parties  may  by 
contract  make  a  law  for  themselves.  One  object  of  the  munici- 
pal law  is  to  promote  the  general  welfare  of  society.  The 
exemption  laws  seek  to  accomplish  this  by  taking  from  the  head 
of  the  family  the  power  to  deprive  it  of  certain  property  by 
contracting  debts  which  shall  enable  the  creditors  to  take  such 
property  on  execution.  The  parties  to  this  contract  sought  to 
set  aside  those  laws,  so  far  as  this  debt  was  concerned.  This 
they  could  not  do.  The  contract,  if  held  valid,  would  change  the 
effect  of  the  legal  instrumentalities  which  the  law  has  provided 
for  the  collection  of  debts.  Executions  upon  judgments  for 
debts  authorize  the  seizing  of  all  the  debtor's  property  except 
the  articles  specially  exempted.  These  the  officer  is  forbidden  to 
take,  unless  the  debt  was  contracted  in  the  purchase  of  property 
which  was  itself  exempt  from  execution.^  I  do  not  think  it  is 
within  the  power  of  the  parties  by  their  contracts  to  give  any 
other  effect  to  judgments  and  executions  than  that  which  the  law 
attributes  to  them.  Could  a  person,  when  contracting  a  debt, 
agree,  for  instance,  that  the  act  abolishing  imprisonment  for  debt 
should  not  apply  to  any  judgment  which  should  be  recovered  on 
that  contract,  or  that  on  such  judgment  there  should  be  no  right 
in  the  debtor  to  redeem  any  land  that  might  be  sold  under  the 
execution,  or  that  he  should  not  be  discharged  under  any  insolv- 
ent act?  Clearly  this  could  not  be  done;  and  upon  the  same 
principle  I  think  the  debtor  could  not,  when  contracting  the  debt, 

1  Laws  N.  Y.  1842,  ch.  157. 
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agree  that  exempt  property  might  be  taken  on  execution.  The 
law  does  not  permit  its  process  to  be  used  to  accomplish  ends  its 
policy  forbids,  though  the  parties  may  by  a  prospective  contract 
agree  to  such  use.'*  ^ 

§  445.  Doctrine  in  Kentacky. — In  the  Kentucky  case  a 
similar  train  of  reasoning  was  pursued :  "No  one  in  this  state  is 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  laws  but  a  housekeeper 
with  a  family  ^  and  the  Legislature  certainly  intended  by  the  en- 
actment of  such  laws  to  provide  more  for  the  dependent  family 
of  the  debtor  than  the  debtor  himself.  Every  honest  man  has  a 
desire  to  fulfill  all  his  obligations,  and  such  are  always  willing  to 
comply  with  the  demands  of  a  creditor  by  giving  the  latter  any 
assurance  he  may  exact  as  an  evidence  of  his  intention  to  pay  his 
debt.  The  law  in  its  wisdom,  for  the  protection  of  the  poor  and 
needy,  has  said  that  certain  property  shall  not  be  liable  for  debt  — 
not  so  much  to  relieve  the  debtor  as  to  protect  his  family  against 
such  improvident  acts  on  his  part  as  would  reduce  them  to  want. 
Such  is  the  policy  of  the  law ;  and  this  contract  was  made,  not 
only  in  disregard  of  this  policy,  but  to  annul  the  law  itself,  so  far 
as  it  affected  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered.  If  such  a  contract 
is  upheld,  the  exemption  law  of  the  state  would  be  virtually 
obsolete,  and  the  destitute  deprived  of  all  claim  they  have  to  its 
beneficent  provisions.  Suppose  one  should  agree  with  his  credit- 
ors that  he  would  never  take  the  benefit  of  the  bankrupt  law,  or 
that,  if  he  failed  to  pay  a  debt  due  on  a  certain  day,  his  land  should 
be  forfeited  and  never  after  subject  to  redemption  — can  it  be  pre- 
tended that  such  contracts  could  be  enforced?  It  is  true  that 
authorities  entitled  to  great  consideration,  holding  a  contrary 
doctrine  to  the  views  here  presented,  are  relied  on  in  this  case  j 
but,  in  our  opinion,  the  reasoning  in  those  cases  is  not  sound  in 
principle,  or  in  accordance  with  a  just  and  enlightened  jurispru- 
dence. It  is  maintained  in  these  cases  that,  the  exemption  of 
property  from  liability  for  debt  being  a  personal  privilege^  the 
waiver  of  such  privilege,  by  contract  containing  stipulations  that 
hold  fast  for  the  creditor  every  species  of  property  the  debtor  may 

^  Kneetle  v.  Kewcomb,  22  N.  T.  250,  opinion  by  Denio,  J. 
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thereafter  possess  which  the  law  has  exempted,  is  neither  contraiy 
to  law  nor  forbidden  by  public  policy.  The  right  to  plead  the 
statute  of  limitations  is  a  personal  privilege ;  but  will  it  be  insisted 
that  an  agreement  or  promise  never  to  plead  the  statute  is  bind- 
ing? If  so,  the  grocer  and  merchant,  and  all  others  engaged  in  the 
business  affairs  of  life,  would  only  have  to  agree  with  those  who 
promise  to  pay,  verbally  or  in  writing,  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions should  never  be  relied  on,  or  the  claim  to  exempted 
property  asserted,  in  order  to  render  nugatory  these  wholesome 
laws,  enacted  for  the  peace  and  welfare  of  society,  and  in  accord 
with  an  enlightened  public  policy.  A  contract  fraught  with  such 
consequences  to  the  family  of  the  debtor  is  totally  at  variance 
with  public  policy,  and,  therefore,  void."^ 

§  446.  In  Iowa.  —  In  the  Iowa  case,  which  related  to  a  statute 
exempting  chattels.  Cole,  J.,  said  :  **  That  the  citizen  or  debtor 
may  mortgage  the  identical  property  for  the  payment  of  the  debt, 
does  not  at  all  conflict  with  the  idea  that  he  cannot  waive  the 
exemption  of  the  statute  in  his  contract  of  indebtment ;  because 
the  statute  itself  ha«  provided  for  the  execution  of  valid  mort- 
gages, without  limit  as  to  the  property  mortgaged.  In  the  case 
of  a  judgment-creditor  applying  to  the  court  or  its  officer  for 
an  execution,  the  court,  by  its  clerk,  following  the  language  of 
the  law,  says  to  him,  *  You  may  have  the  execution,  but  no  ex- 
empt property  shall  be  sold  under  it.*  The  creditor,  however y 
says  to  the  court,  *  I  will  take  your  execution,  but  the  debtor 
and  myself  have  made  a  law  for  this  case  which  will  control 
your  writ,  and  make  it  do  what  the  law  has  declared  it  shall  not 
do.*  No  court  will  permit  parties  thus  to  control  its  process,  so 
as  to  defeat  the  statute  or  render  nugatory  its  most  beneficent 
provisions.  Without  pursuing  the  discussion  of  the  subject 
further  in  the  opinion,  we  are  agreed  in  the  conclusion  that  a 
person  contracting  a  debt  cannot,  by  a  contemporaneous  and 
simple  waiver  of  benefit  of  the  exemption  laws,  entitle  the  cred- 
itor, in  case  of  failure  to  pay,  to  levy  his  execution,  against  de- 
fendant's objection,  upon  exempt  property.    Such  an  agreement 

^  Moxley  v.  Bagan,  10  Bush,  158,  opinion  by  Pryor,  J. 
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is  contrary  to  public  policy,  and  will  not  be  enforced."  ^  This 
case  has  no  reference  to  a  prospective  waiver  of  the  homestead 
exemption,  which  is  permitted  in  Iowa  by  force  of  statute.* 

§  447.  Application  of  these  Views  to  the  Homestead  Exemp- 
tion. —  The  reasons  which  have  been  put  forth  by  the  courts  in 
support  of  their  opposing  views  so  far  as  this  question  relates  to 
the  chattel  exemption  would,  where  the  statutes  are  silent,  apply 
with  equal  force  with  reference  to  the  exemption  of  homesteads. 
But  the  question  is  here  of  less  practical  importance,  because 
most  of  the  statutes  of  homestead  provide  that  the  homestead 
cannot  be  aliened  except  by  the  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife, 
formally  executed.  This  of  course  renders  invalid  every  pros- 
pective waiver  of  the  right  to  claim  the  exemption,  whatever 
form  it  may  assume.' 

§  448.  Statatory  Rule  as  to  Homesteads  in  Iowa.  —  In  Iowa 
the  statute  contains  this  provision:  **It  [the  homestead]  may 
also  be  sold  on  execution  for  debts  contracted  prior  to  the  pass- 
age of  this  law,  or  prior  to  the  purchase  of  such  homestead 
(except  where  otherwise  declared),  or  for  those  created  by 
written  contract,  executed  by  the  persons  having  the  power  to 
convey,  and  expressly  stipulating  that  the  homestead  is  liable 
therefor.'**  The  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  gives  full  effect  to 
this  provision,  and  does  not  require  the  contract  of  waiver  to  be 
executed  with  formalities  required  in  case  of  a  mortgage,  *nor  to 
take  the  form  of  such  an  instrument*  Accordingly,  the  following 
instrument,  together  with  a  confession  of  judgment  thereon, 
which  contained  a  similar  clause  of  waiver,  was  held  operative 
to  subject  the  homestead  to  a  judicial  sale :  ^ 

»  Curtia  v.  O'Brien,  20  Iowa,  876. 
«  Infra,  {  448. 

*  Boyd  V,  Gudderback,  81  Dl.  119.  *'  The  statute  subjects  the  owner  in  such  case 
to  a  disability  which  no  means  to  which  he  can  resort  wiU  enable  him  to  avoid  or 
overcome."  Connor  t>.  McMurray,  2  Allen,  201,  per  Merrick,  J.  "  He  can  part  with 
it  only  by  the  formalities  prescribed  by  law."  Abbott  v.  Cromartie,  72  N.  C.  648 ; 
Beavan  v.  Speed,  74  N.  G.  648.    For  iUustrations  of  this  doctrine  see,  infra,  {  470. 

*  Rev.  1860,  {  2281. 

*  Foley  V.  Cooper,  43  Iowa,  876^ 
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''Mabion,  December  51, 1870. 
"  For  value  received,  we  promise  to  pay  A.  T.  Woodbury,  or  bearer,  eight  hundred 
and  seventeen  dollars,  with  ten  per  cent,  interest  from  date,  as  follows :  One  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  six  months  ftom  date,  and  the  balance,  including  interest,  one  year 
fix>m  this  date.  We  expressly  waive  the  exemption  of  our  homestead  from  judicial 
sale  on  this  contract,  and  expressly  stipulate  and  agree  that  oar  homestead  may  bo 
sold  on  execution,  the  saz&e  as  oUier  property,  to  satisfy  this  contract,  or  any  judg- 
ment rendered  thereon. 

"FBAKCfIB  OOOPBR, 

her 

"Mart  A.  X  Coopkb. 
mark. 
**  Attest:  J.  M.  RiBTiNK.'* 

The  Statutory  provision  has  reference  primarily  to  the  manner 
in  which  a  debt  is  evidenced,  rather  than  to  the  time  when  the 
liability  arises  with  reference  to  the  date  of  such  evidence. 
Hence  a  deed  of  trust  of  the  homestead  made  to  secure  a  pre- 
viously-existing debt  was  within  the  statute.^ 

§  449.  Waiver  as  to  one  Creditor  waives  as  to  all.  —  A  dis- 
tinction must  be  taken  between  an  agreement  not  to  claim  the 
benefit  of  the  exemption  laws  in  respect  of  a  particular  debt,  and 
a  mortgage  or  pledge  of  property  made  by  persons  having  power 
to  waive  the  benefit  of  such  statutes.  In  the  latter  case  the 
mortgagee  or  pledgee  acquires,  by  virtue  of  his  lieny  k  prefei^ence 
over  general  creditors  and  holders  of  youngei'  liens  ;  while  in  the 
former  case  he  acquires  no  lien  —  nothing  that  binds  any  specific 
property.  But  does  he  acquire  a  preference  over  general  cred- 
itors? Does  this  waiver  have  the  efiTect  of  letting  him  in  upon 
the  debtor's  exempt  property  in  preference  to  them?  It  is  held 
in  Pennsylvania  that  it  does  not ;  that  he  will  not  be  permitted  to 
make  a  new  statute  of  distributions  in  this  manner — preferring 
one  creditor  whom  he  likes  better  over  another  whom  he  likes 
less.*  This  is  giving  effect  to  the  wholesome  principles  of  equity, 
which  delights  in  equality,  and  loves  to  see  all  creditors  having 
equal  merit  share  alike.  But  the  reason  given  for  it  in  the  lead- 
ing case  sounds  strangely  enough  in  a  court  of  conscience :  <<  He 

^  Stevens  o.  Myers,  11  Iowa,  1S8. 

*  Bowyer's  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  214 ;  oyerruled  in  Johnston  and  Sutton's  Appeal,  25 
Pa.  St  117;  but  reaffirmed  in  SheUy's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St  878,  andPittman's  Appeal, 
48  Pa.  St  816. 
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used  it,"  said  Black,  C.  J.,  **  to  subvert  the  maxims  of  the  law, 
by  giving  to  the  sleepy  what  none  but  the  vigilant  were  en- 
titled to."  ^ 

§  450.    DefeDses   in   such   Case  —  Frand  —  Mistake.  —  One 

who  has  signed  a  judgment  note  which  contains  a  waiver  of  the 
exemption  law  cannot  defend  against  the  consequences  of  such 
waiver  on  the  ground  that,  when  he  signed  the  note,  he  did 
not  know  that  such  a  waiver  was  contained  in  it.  Such  a  de- 
fense, in  order  to  be  successful,  must  make  out  a  case  of  fi-aud 
or  mistake. 


ARTICLE  n.  —  PowEB  TO  ALisir  the  Hoxutbad. 

§  452.  The  Bxemiption  Privilegre  not  alienable.  — Whatever 
views  are  entertained  as  to  the  interest  in  land  created  by  a  stat- 
ute of  homestead — whether  it  rises  to  the  dignity  of  an  estatey 
or  sinks  to  the  level  of  a  mere  negative  immunity  from  disposses- 
sion —  all  courts  agree  that  it  is  not  such  an  interest  in  lands  as  is 
alienable  separately  from  the  fee.'  In  this  respect  it  sustains  a 
strict  analogy  to  the  i-ight  of  dower.  Either  may  be  released  to 
the  alienee  of  the  fee  so  as  to  merge  therein,  but  neither  can  be 
aliened  separately.  The  same  rule  obtains  as  to  exempt  chat^ 
tels.  The  chattel  itself  may  be  sold,  and  it  will  be  exempt  or 
not,  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee,  accordingly  as  he  answers  the 
description  of  the  statute  of  exemptions :  the  thing  may  be  sold,^ 
but  the  exemption  is  a  personal  privilege,  incapable  of  alienation. 
But  it  is  not  likely  that  many  courts  will  adopt  the  view  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania — that  an  attempted  assignment 
by  the  debtor  of  his  right  of  exemption  is  an  abandonment.*  It 
is,  at  worst,  an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  make  a  fraudulent  con- 

»  Bowyer'8  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  214. 
>  Adams  v,  Bachert,  88  Pa.  St  524. 

*  Chamberlain  t;.  Lyell,  3  Mich.  468;  Hewitt  v,  Templeton,  48  BL  367;  HcDonald 
V.  CrandaU,  48  111.  231;  Bowyer'8  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  210;  Barker  o.  BoUIdb, 
Iowa,  412. 

*  Post,  2  738. 
ft  Bowyer'8  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  214. 
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yeyance,  which,  even  if  successful,  could  not,  in  many  of  the 
states,  deprive  him  of  his  exemption.^ 

§  453.  Cteneral  Role. — The  general  rule  is  that  statutes 
creating  homestead  exemptions  do  not  operate  to  restrain  in  any 
particular  the  voluntary  alienation  or  mortgage  of  the  homestead, 
unless  it  is  so  expressed;  a  mere  exemption  from  forced  sale 
under  process  does  not  have  this  effect.^  Thus,  an  exemption 
of  the  homestead  from  **  attachment,  levy,  or  sale  on  any  mesne  or 
final  process  issued  from  any  court "  •  is  held  to  mean  merely  an 
exemption  from  process  issued  to  enforce  a  judgment  or  decree 
for  the  payment  of  money,  and  which  may  be  enforced  against 
the  whole  estate  of  the  judgment-debtor.  It  does  not  relate  to 
process  resorted  to  in  foreclosing  a  mortgage  made  by  the  owner 
of  a  homestead.^  So,  there  was  nothing  in  a  statute  of  Michigan 
exempting  from  execution  a  homestead,  and  restraining  its  aliena- 
tion without  the  signature  of  the  wife  to  the  deed,  which  prevented 
the  owner  and  his  wife  from  executing,  by  their  joint  deed,  a 
valid  mortgage  of  it.* 

§  454.  A  CoDtrary  View — Sale  an  Abandonment  to  greneral 
Creditors,  —  One  or  two  early  cases  are  found  —  early  in  the 
history  of  homestead  laws  —  which  hold  that,  although  the  stat- 
ute contains  no  express  restraint  upon  alienation,  yet  the  nature 
of  an  exemption,  depending  upon  the  occupancy  of  the  premises 
as  a  residence  by  the  debtor  and  his  family,  is  such  that,  if  the 
debtor  aliens  it  and  delivers  possession  to  his  alienee,  this  aban- 
donment to  his  alienee  is  an  abandonment  to  his  general  cred- 
itors ;  the  premises  having  ceased  to  be  their* debtor's  homestead, 

I  Ante,  2  425. 

s  Re  Cross,  2  DiU.  820 ;  Dawson  v.  Hayden,  67  HI.  62 ;  Ely  v,  Eastwood,  26  HI.  107 ; 
Bmith  V,  Marc,  26  Bl.  160 ;  Rector  v.  Eotton,  8  Neb.  171 ;  Kennedy  v.  Stacey,  67  Tenn. 
228-4;  Morrill  o.  Hopkins,  86  Texas,  687;  Hartman  v.  Thomas,  87  Texas,  90;  Stew- 
art V,  Mackey,  16  Texas,  67 ;  Lee  v,  Kingsbury,  18  Texas,  71 ;  Jordan  v.  Peak,  38 
Texas,  429 ;  Edmonson  v.  Blessing,  42  Texas,  696 ;  Homestead  Assn.  v.  Enslow,  7  S.  G. 
19 ;  Chamberlain  v.  Lyell,  8  Mich.  448 ;  Dye  v.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291. 

*  Const  S.  C.  1868,  art  2,  {  82. 

*  Homestead  Asan.  v.  Enslow,  7  S.  C.  19. 

*  Chamberlain  v.  Lyell,  8  Mich.  448. 
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they  may  step  in  and  assert  their  rights  in  advance  of  his  alienee.* 
The  correlative  doctrine  was  that  discussed  in  the  preceding 
chapter — that  the  lien  of  a  judgment  attached  to  the  debtor's 
homestead,  remaining  .  dormant  during  his  occupancy  of  the 
premises,  but  springing  into  life  the  moment  he  abandoned  it, 
even  to  his  grantee.' 

§455.  The  greneral  Rule  otherwise. — The  general  rule, 
however,  is  that  a  debtor  may  (his  wife  concurring,  where  by 
statute  sucli  concurrence  is  required)  sell  his  homestead  and 
deliver  possession  to  his  alienee  without  subjecting  it  to  his  gen- 
eral debts,  or  to  any  lien  not  made  specific  by  a  valid  contract.* 

§  456.  Power  to  mortgage.  —  A  power  to  sell  the  homestead 
in  a  prescribed  manner  includes  the  power  to  mortgage  it ;  for  a 
mortgage  is  a  conditional  sale.*  A  mortgage  upon  a  homestead, 
of  which  the  legal,  title  is  in  the  wife,  executed  by  husband  and 
wife  to  secure  a  note  given  for  an  existing  debt  of  their  son,  in 
consideration  of  an  extension  of  time,  is  valid.* 


§  457.  CoDtinaed — Rnle  in  Lionisiana.  —  By  the  law  of  Lou- 
isiana^ the  homestead  is,  in  gc  neral  terms,  declared  **  exempt  from 
seizure  and  sale. ' '  The  statute  contains  no  restraint  upon  the  power 
to  sell  or  mortgage  the  homestead.  Nevertheless  the  Supreme 
Court  of  that  state  has  recently  held  —  in  deference,  the  opinion 
states,  to  the  settled  rulings  of  that  court — that  a  mortgage  upon 
property  exempt  under  the  statute  cannot  be  enforced,  and  that 
the  owner  of  such  property  may  sell  the  same  free  from  (he 
mortgage  he  has  imposed  upon  it.^  In  reaching  this  conclusion 
the  court  has  proceeded  on  the  view  which  has  influenced  the  courts 

»  Whitworth  v.  Lyons,  89  Mise.  467.    Thia  is  no  longer  the  rule  in  Mississippi. 

•  Ante,  i  399. 

•  Black  p.  Epperson,  40  Texas,  187. 

•  Sampson  V.Williamson,  6  Texas,  102,  114;  Lee  v.  Kingsbury,  18  Texas,  69;  Jor- 
dan ©.  Peak,  88  Texas,  489 ;  Dunker  v.  Chedic,  4  Nev.  882 ;  Richards  v.  Chace,  2  Gray, 
886 ;  Boyd  v.  Cudderback,  81  Bl.  119. 

•  Low  V.  Anderson,  41  Iowa,  476. 

•  La.  Dig.  Stat.  1870,  j  1691. 

^  Van  Wickle  v,  Landry,  29  La.  An.  880. 
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of  several  of  the  states  to  declare  that  the  engagement  of  a  debtor, 
in  contracting  a  debt,  not  to  avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the 
exemption  laws  is  void  as  against  public  policy,  upon  the  same 
principle  which  avoids  a  usurious  contract.* 

§  458.  Is  a  Sale  under  a  Mortgrasre  a  << forced  Sale?'*  — 
Doctrine  in  Texas.  —  The  Constitution  of  Texas  adopted  in 
1845  defined  the  homestead,  and  exempted  it  from  **  forced 
sale  "  for  any  debt  thereafter  contracted.  It  also  provided  that 
the  owner,  if  a  married  man,  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  alienate 
the  same  unless  by  consent  of  his  wife,  in  such  manner  as  the 
Legislature  should  thereafter  point  out.'  Under  these  provisions 
the  courts  of  that  state  have  held  that  a  sale  under  a  mort^affe 
executed  by  the  owner  of  a  homestead,  his  wife  joining  in  the 
prescribed  manner,  would  not  be  a  «*  forced  sale"  if  made  by 
the  mortgagee  in  pursuance  of  a  power  conferred  upon  him  by 
the  mortgage,  and  that  such  a  sale  would  hence  pass  the  home- 
stead right ;  but,  if  it  should  become  necessary  for  the  mortgagee 
to  cdme  into  a  court  of  justice  to  foreclose  his  mortgage,  a  sale 
ordered  by  such  a  court  would  be  a  forced  sale,  and  could  only 
be  made  subject  to  the  homestead  right.'*  By  the  present  Con- 
stitution of  that  state,  *'  the  homestead  of  a  family  shall  be,  and 

1  Hartlili  v.  Wolf,  29  La.  An.  388.  In  LeBlanc  v.  St.  Germain,  25  La.  An.  289,  the 
sale  of  >a  homestead  under  a  mortgage  was  enjoined  at  the  suit  of  the  mortgageor,  on 
the  ground  that  the  mortgage  contained  no  express  renunciation  or  waiver  of  the 
homestead  right 

»  Const.  Texas  1846,  art  7,  {  22. 

'  Sampson  v.  "Williamson,  6  Texas,  102,  Wheeler,  J.,  dubitanie ;  Stewart  v.  Mackey, 
16  Texas,  58 ;  Jordan  v.  Peak,  88  Texas,  439.  This  doctrine  led  to  the  absurd  result 
that,  whilst  the  court  refused  to  execute  the  contract  of  the  parties  to  a  mortgage,  of  a 
homestead  by  a  decree  of  foreclosure  and  sale,  yet  it  refused  to  enjoin  a  trustee  from 
selling  under  the  power  conferred  upon  him  by  a  deed  of  trust  The  court  further 
held  that,  whilst  the  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  mortgage,  being  a  power  coupled 
with  an  interest,  was  not  revoked  by  the  death  of  the  mortgageor,  yet  it  was  incon- 
sistent with  the  statutes  of  that  state  relating  to  administration  to  permit  the  execution 
of  such  a  power  after  the  happening  of  such  an  event  The  moi  tii^iigee  was  obliged, 
therefore,  to  come  into  the  Probate  Court  to  have  his  lien  enforced.  Pasc.  Dig.,  art 
1819.  But  once  there,  he  was  encountered  by  the  doctrine  that  the  court  could  not 
enforce  it;  because,  to  do  so  would  be  to  order  a  forced  sale  of  the  homestead,  which 
the  Constitution  prohibited.  The  widow's  homestead  and  other  allowances  were 
carved  out  of  the  estate  in  preference  to  his  mortgage,  and,  if  there  was  anything  left, 
he  took  it  in  preference  to  the  general  creditors.  Ibid,  art  1342.  For  a  fuller  state- 
ment of  this  subject  see  ||  824-827. 
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is  hereby,  protected  from  forced  sale  for  the  payment  of  all  debts 
except  for  the  purchase-money  thereof,  or  a  part  of  such  pur- 
chase-money, the  taxes  due  thereon,  or  for  work  and  material 
used  in  constructing  improvements  thereon  ;  and  in  this  last  case 
only  when  the  work  and  material  are  contracted  for  in  writing, 
with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  given  in  the  same  manner  as  is 
required  in  making  a  sale  and  conveyance  of  the  homestead  ;  nor 
shall  the  owner,  if  a  married  man,  sell  the  homestead  without 
the  consent  of  the  wife,  given  in  such  manner  as  may  be  pre- 
scribed by  law.  No  mortgage,  trust-deed,  or  other  lien  on  the 
homestead  shall  ever  bo  valid,  except  for  the  purchase-money 
therefor,  or  improvements  made  thereon,  as  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided, whether  such  mortgage,  or  trust-deed,  or  other  lien  shall 
have  been  created  by  the  husband  alone,  or  together  with  his 
wife ;  and  all  pretended  sales  of  the  homestead  involving  any 
condition  of  defeasance  shall  be  void."^ 

§  459.  Continued  —  Doctrine  in  Illinois. — The  statute  of 
Illinois,  enacted  in  1851,  exempted  the  homestead  '*fronr  levy 
and  forced  sale  under  any  process  or  order  from  any  court  of 
law  or  equity  in  this  state."  A  sale  by  a  master  in  chancery 
under  decree  of  a  court  of  equity  foreclosing  a  mortgage  was 
held  to  be  a  '*  forced  sale  "  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute,* 
although  a  sale  made  by  the  mortgagee  under  a  power  to  sell 
contained  in  the  mortgage  would  not  have  been.'^  But  this  doc- 
trine, illogical  as  it  may  seem,  had  reference  only  to  mortgages 
of  land  in  which  the  right  of  homestead  had  not  been  expi'essly 
waived,^  Where  this  has  not  been  done,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
that  state  holds  that  the  mortgage  is  subordinate  to  the  home- 
stead right.*  The  Illinois  rule,  therefore,  produces  no  such 
results  as  those  produced  by  the  corresponding  rule  in  Texas. 

§  4()0.    Alienation   not  restrained  by  Xebraska  Statute. — 

In  1873  an  act  was  passed  by  the  legislature  of  Nebraska,  provi- 
ding that,    '*  in   all   cases   where   judgments   or   decrees   shall 


1  Const  Texas  1876,  art  16,  J  60. 
«  Wing  r.  Cropper,  35  III.  264. 


»  Smith  V.  Marc,  26  III.  155;  Ely  v.  Eastwood,  26  III.  107. 
*  Wing  t>.  Cropper,  auprtu  *  Infra^  {  628. 
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hereafter  he  rendered,  by  any  court  having  competent  jur- 
isdiction, upon  any  note  or  notes  for  the  payment  of  money, 
when  such  payment  has  been  secured  by  mortgage  deed  duly 
executed  by  the  head  or  heads  of  a  family^  as  the  case  may 
be,  such  real  estate  so  embraced  in  said  mortgage  deed  shall  be 
subject  to  sale  on  execution  or  on  order  of  sale,  as  the  case  may 
be,  to  satisfy  such  judgment  or  decree,  with  all  legal  costs  which 
may  attach  thereto.'*^  The  rule  prescribed  in  this  statute  was 
declared  by  judicial  decision  in  a  case  arising  before  its  psissage. 
The  homestead  law,  as  embodied  in  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
of  that  state,'  defined  the  area  of  the  homestead ;  provided  that 
it  should  *«  not  be'  subject  to  attachment,  levy,  or  sale  upon  exe- 
cution or  other  process  issuing  out  of  any  court  in  this  state,  so 
long  as  the  same  shall  be  owned  and  occupied  by  the  debtor  as 
such  homestead;"  prescribed  the  mode  of  setting  it  off  upon 
levy  of  execution,  but  contained  no  provisions  whatever  as  to 
the  power  of  the  owner  to  release,  mortgage,  or  sell  it.  No 
mention  even  is  made  in  the  statute  of  the  debtor's  wife  or  chiU 
dreuy  but  it  is  provided  that  upon  his  death  '*  the  estate  in  such 
homestead  shall  descend  to,  and  be  vested  in,  his  heirs-at-law  or 
legatees,  free  and  divested  of  all  claims,  if  any,  of  creditors 
thereto.'*  Such  a  statute,  of  course,  left  the  court  no  escape 
from  the  conclusion  that  the  exemption  created  by  it  was  simply 
an  exemption  from  sale  without  consent  of  the  owner ;  that  the 
right  thus  guaranteed  was  a  mere  personal  privilege,  which  the 
head  of  a  family  might  at  any  time  waive  or  renounce  at  his 
pleasure  ;  that,  while  it  secured  him  in  possession  and  enjoyment 
against  the  demands  of  ordinary  creditors,  yet  he  was  not  thereby 
prohibited  from  either  selling  it  or  investing  the  proceeds  in 
other  property,  or  pledging  it  for  the  payment  of  his  debts  if 
he  should  choose  to  do  so.'  Hence  a  sale  of  the  homestead 
under  a  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage  will  not,  in  that  state,  be 
set  aside  on  the  ground  that  the  property  is  the  mortgageor's 
family    homestead.^     There    being   no   restraint  in   this   state 

*  Stat  Neb.  February  20, 1873;  Gen.  Stat  1878,  p.  403. 

*  Gen.  Stat  1878,  p.  616,  H  526  et  aeq. 

*  Sector  V,  Rotton,  8  Neb.  171.    This  question  was  ruled  in  the  same  way  by  Dillon, 
J.,  in  Be  Cross,  2  Dill.  820. 

*  Ibid. 
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upon  the  alienation  of  the  homestead,  it  follows  that  an  express 
waiver  of  the  homestead  right  is  not  essential  to  the  validity  of  a 
mortgage  of  the  homestead  executed  by  husband  and  wife.^ 

§  461.  The  Words  "Mortgage,**  "Release,"  "Waive,**  in 
the  Kentucky  Statute,  do  not  restrain  Sale.  —  By  the  present 
Kentucky  statute  it  is  provided  that,  *'  in  addition  to  the  personal 
property  exempt  from  execution  by  this  chapter,  there  shall,  on 
all  debts  or  liabilities  created  or  incurred  after  the  first  day  of 
June,  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  sixty-six,  be  exempt  from 
sale  under  execution,  attachment,  or  judgment  of  any  court,  ex- 
cept to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  by  the  owner  of  a  homestead, 
or  for  purchase-money  due  therefor,  so  much  land,  including  the 
dwelling-house  and  appurtenances  owned  by  the  debtor,  as  shall 
not  exceed  in  value  one  thousand  dollars,"  *  and  that  •*  no  mort- 
gage, release,  or  waiver  of  such  exemption  shall  be  valid  unless 
the  same  be  in  writing,  subscribed  by  the  defendant  and  his  wife, 
and  acknowledged  and  recorded  in  the  same  manner  as  convey- 
ances of  real  estate." '  It  is  held  that,  although  by  this  section 
the  husband  cannot  mortgage^  release^  or  waive  the  homestead 
exemption  to  a  creditor,  except  by  a  conveyance  in  which  his 
wife  joins  and  which  is  duly  recorded,  yet  this  does  not  impose 
any  restraint  upon  the  general  right  of  alienation  vested  in  the 
owner  of  real  estate  by  the  laws  of  the  state.  **The  homestead 
exemption,"  says  the  court,  **  is  not  an  estate  in  land,  but  only  a 
privilege  of  occupying  the  same  by  a  housekeeper  with  his  family 
as  against  his  creditors  ;  and,  although  the  homestead  is  not  sub- 
ject to  coercive  sale  by  a  creditor,  a  sale  and  conveyance  of  the 
tract  of  land  covered  by  the  homestead  privilege,  by  the  owner 
thereof,  is  not  prohibited  by  the  statute."  The  court  therefore 
conclude  that  a  sale  by  the  owner  of  a  homestead,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  vests  in  his  vendee  all  the  estate  in  the  land 
which  he  had  ;  and  that,  since  by  the  force  of  such  a  deed  he 
parts  with  all  his  interest  in  such  land,  his  right  of  occupancy 
of  a  homestead  therein  is  gone.*    This  decision  certainly  will 

»  Re  Cross,  2  Dill.  820. 

s  Gen.  Stat  1878,  ch.  88,  art  18,  {  9. 

•  Ibid.,  1 18. 

*  Brame  v,  Craig,  12  Bush,  404,  opinion  by  Elliott,  J. 
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not  long  stand  if  the  homestead  exemption  shall  continue 
to  be  favored  by  the  Legislature  of  Kentucky.  First,  there 
is  much  room  to  doubt  whether  the  Legislature  did  not  in- 
tend the  very  reverse  of  what  the  court  has  decided ;  and 
we  believe  that  it  did.  But,  secondly,  if  there  is  really  a 
casiis  omissus  in  the  legislation  of  Kentucky  as  to  the  power  to 
convey  by  deed  absolute  the  homestead,  this  decision  will 
effectively  operate  to  repeal  the  13th  section  of  the  statute 
just  quoted;  for  what  effectiveness  is  there  in  a  restraint 
against  mortgaging  a  homestead  if  the  debtor  can  convey  it 
absolutely?  To  say  that  he  can  convey  a  fvU  title,  but  not  a 
defeasible  one,  really  sounds  absurd ;  it  is  no  less  than  saying 
in  one  breath  that  he  can  do  a  thing,  and  in  the  next  that  he 
cannot.  The  householder  is  restrained  fi'om  pledging  his  home- 
stead to  a  creditor,  but  he  can  always  accomplish  the  same 
thing  by  selling  it  to  him. 

ARTICLE  III.  —  Statutory  Restraint  upon  Alienation  of  the  Home- 
stead. 

I.    In  Oenercd. 

§  465.  Statutory  Provisions.  —  In  most  of  the  states  the  stat- 
utes creating  the  right  of  homestead  provide  against  alienation  of 
property  which  has  been  dedicated  as  a  homestead,  unless  the 
instrument  of  conveyance  or  incuniibrance  be  the  joint  act  of 
husband  and  wife  (if  the  owner  be  a  married  man),  or  at  least 
unless  the  instrument  be  signed  by  the  wife  ;  and,  in  many  states, 
unless  the  acknowledgment  of  it  be  made  separate  and  apart 
from  her  husband.^  But  in  New  York  *•  no  release  or  waiver  of 
such  exemption  shall  be  valid  unless  the  same  shall  be  in  writ- 
ing, subscribed  by  such  householder,  and  acknowledged  in  the 
same  manner  as  conveyances  of  real  estate  are  by  law  required 
to  be  acknowledged."  ^  In  several  of  the  states  where  the  wife's 
concurrence  in  every  form  of  alienation  is  necessary,  it  is  not 
so  in  the  case  of  a  mortgage  by  the  owner  to  secure  the  payment 

*  Infra,  J  626  et  seq, 

>  4  EdmondB'  Stat  at  Large,  682,  ch.  260,  {  1. 
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of  the  purchase-money  in  whole  or  in  part.*  The  solicitude  which 
the  law  displays  for  the  wife's  interest  in  the  right  of  homestead  is 
evident  from  the  jealous  scrutiny  to  which  the  wife's  joiuder  in 
alienation  is  subjected  under  the  statute  in  several  states.  In  Ala- 
bama the  certificate  of  some  officer  authorized  by  law  to  take  ac- 
knowledgments of  deeds  must  be  attached  to  the  instrument  of 
alienation,  to  the  effect  that  the  wife  of  the  alienor,  being  fully  ap- 
prised of  her  rights,  was  examined  by  him  separate  and  apait  from 
her  husband,  and  acknowledged  that  her  signature  to  the  instru- 
ment was  voluntary.^  The  same  is  the  provision  in  the  statute  of 
Arizona.'  And  in  Colorado  an  additional  safeguard  is  thrown 
around  the  acts  of  the  wife  in  that  deeds  of  the  character  of  the 
foregoing  must  be  signed ^  as  well  as  acknowledged,  separate  and 
apait  from  the  husband.*  In  Massachusetts  the  wife  **  joins  for 
the  purpose  of  releasing  the  right  of  homestead  in  the  same  manner 
as  she  may  join  in  releasing  dower."*  In  many  of  the  states 
where  the  joinder  of  the  wife  in  the  alienation  is  necessary,  no 
particular  form  of  so  doing  is  pointed  out,  the  statute  simply  de- 
claring that  the  alienation  shall  be  the  "joint  act "  of  husband  and 
wife,  or  with  their  ''joint  consent,"  or  "in  due  form  of  law," 
etc.*  The  statute  of  Nevada  is  especially  stringent  in  its  rules 
against  alienation  or  incumbrance,  providing,  as  it  does,  that  "  no 
mortgage  or  alienation  of  any  kind  made  for  the  puipose  of 
securing  a  loan  or  indebtedness  upon  the  homestead  property  shall 
be  valid  for  any  purpose  whatsoever ;  provided,  that  a  mortgage 
or  alienation  to  secure  the  purchase-money,  or  pay  the  purchase- 
money,  shall  be  valid  if  the  signature  of  the  wife  be  obtained 
to  the  same,  and  acknowledged  by  her  separately  and  apart  from 

*  Minnesota — 1  Biss.  Stat  at  Lai^,  630,  title  6,  1 166.  Michigan — 2  Comp.  Laws 
1871,  ch.  198,  §  2.  New  Hampshire  —  Gen.  Stat  1867,  ch.  124,  J  2.  Vermont— Gen. 
Stat  (App.  1870),  ch.  68,  i  10.     Vii^inia— Code  1873,  ch.  188,  J  7. 

«  Code  1876,  J  2822. 

8  Comp.  Laws  1B71,  ch.  87,  i  2. 

*  Gen.  Laws,  506,  ch.  46,  J  6. 

6  Rev.  1860,  ch.  104,  J  7 ;  post,  J  529. 

*  California— Civil  Code,  I  1242.  Geoigia— Code  1878,  J  2025.  Ulinoia— Rev. 
Stat  1877,  ch.  52,  i  4.  Indiana— 2  Rev.  Stat  1876,  p.  354,  ch.  11,  i  8.  Iowa— Code 
1878,  I  1990.  Kansas— Const,  art  15,?  9.  Texas— Const  1869,  art  12,  2  16.  Ten- 
nessee—1  Stat  1871,  i  2114  o.  Wisconsin— 2  Stat  1871,  p.  1549,  ch.  134,  {  24.  Da- 
kota—Rev. Code,  183,  ch.  38,  J  8. 
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her  husband.^  That  a  vendor's  claim  for  purchase-money,  so 
much  favored  in  courts  of  equity,  should  be  thus  hampered 
with  frivolous  conditions,  for  failure  to  comply  with  which 
his  rights  might  be  wholly  lost,  must  stamp  this  provision  as  in 
the  highest  degi*ee  inequitable.  By  the  same  provision  the  home- 
stead property  is  not  to  be  considered  as  abandoned  without  a 
declaration  in  writing  to  that  effect,  signed  by  the  husband  and 
by  the  wife,  with  the  foregoing  formalities.  This  section  con- 
cludes with  one  guarded  concession  to  the  creditor :  that,  if  the 
wife  be  not  a  resident  of  this  state,  her  signature  and  acknowl- 
edgment thereof  shall  not  be  necessary  to  the  validity  of  any 
mortgage  or  alienation  of  said  homestead  "  before  it  becomes  the 
homestead  of  the  debtor.'*^  In  many  of  the  states  the  statutes 
are  silent  as  to  the  effect  upon  the  instrument  of  alienation  of 
failure  to  join  the  wife  in  the  transaction,  as  required.  In  others 
the  statutes  recite  that  such  a  deed  shall  be  "without  validity," 
or  «*of  no  validity,"  or  '*not  valid."'*  In  Montana,  '*  unless 
the  wife  join  in  the  execution  of  the  conveyance,"  it  is  declared 
*«void."* 

§  466.  Constitutionality  of  legrislative  Restraint  on  Aliena- 
tion.—  A  statute  which  restrains  the  alienation  of  the  homestead 
without  the  consent  of  the  wife  does  not  impair  the  obligation  of 
contracts  when  applied  to  mortgages  made  after  its  passage  to 
secure  debts  contracted  before  its  passage.  As  to  such  debts 
the  creditors  have  the  same  remedies  against  his  estate  which 
they  had  before  the  passage  of  the  act.'  The  Constitution 
of  Nevada^  provides  that  the  homestead  *' shall  be  exempt 
from  forced  sale  under  any  process  of  law,  and  shall  not 
be  alienated  without  the  joint  consent  of  husband  and  wife ; 
*     *     *    provided^  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply 

>  Comp.  Laws  1878,  p.  61,  J  187.  This  statute  was  declared  unconstitutional. 
Infra,  {  466. 

»  Ibid. 

'  See  statutes  of  Alabama,  Illinois,  Indiana,  Iowa,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  and  Wis- 
consin, supra ;  post,  {  474  et  seq. 

*  Laws  1872,  p.  84,  J  262. 

*  Kennedy  v.  Stacey,  57  Tenn.  220. 
«  Art.  4,  2  30. 
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to  any  process  of  law  obtained  by  virtue  of  a  lien  given  by  the 
consent  of  both  husband  and  wife,"  etc.  A  statute  which  pro- 
vided that  no  valid  mortgage  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  lien 
or  indebtedness  could  be  made  by  husband  and  wife  was  held  to 
be  in  derogation  of  this  provision,  and  void.'  This  conclusion 
seems  unsound.  The  enacting  of  exemption  laws  is  manifestly 
within  the  general  power  of  every  Legislature,  unless  restrained 
by  the  written  Constitution  ;  and  the  language  of  the  Constitution 
of  Nevada  does  not  seem  to  imply  a  restraint  on  the  Legislatui'e 
against  making  the  exemption  more  effective  than  the  constitu- 
tional convention  had  seen  fit  to  do« 

§  467.  These  Rules  apply  to  what  Estates.  —  The  doc- 
trines of  this  chapter  are  not  necessarily  limited  to  estates  of 
freehold  ;  they  apply  to  any  estate  in  lands  capable  of  supporting 
the  homestead  right  —  a  subject  presented  in  a  former  chapter.* 
Thus,  in  Wisconsin,  an  assignment  of  a  certificate  of  purchase 
issued  by  the  commissioners  of  school  and  university  lands  —  the 
holder  having  fully  paid  the  purchase-money,  but  not  having 
received  a  patent  —  was  void  because  it  was  occupied  as  his 
homestead  and  his  wife  did  not  join  in  the  assignment.*  The 
same  principle  was  declared  in  a  c^ise  where  the  land  was  held  by 
an  unexecuted  contract  of  purchase  from  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
road Company.*  So  of  the  assignment  of  a  bond  for  a  deed.* 
But  the  assignment  by  a  married  man  of  a  lease  of  a  lot,  and  his 
sale  of  a  dwelling-house  on  the  lot,  occupied  by  him  as  a  home- 
stead, was  not,  under  the  Wisconsin  statute,  invalid  for  want  of 
his  wife's  signature;  since  the  premises  were  not  ^^ owned ^^  by 
him  within  the  meaning  of  that  act.®  These  decisions  will  be  suf- 
ficient to  illustrate  a  subject  presented  in  the  chapter  referred  to. 

§  468.    Cases   where   these   Restrictions   do   not   apply. — 

These  restraints  upon  the  alienation  of  the  homestead  do  not 

1  Dunker  v,  Chedic,  4  Nev.  878 ;  post,  {  621. 

*  Antty  ch.  4. 

»  McCabe  v,  MazzucheUi,  18  Wia.  478. 

*  Moore  v.  Reaves,  15  Kan.  150. 

*  Stinson  v.  Richardson,  44  Iowa,  878. 

*  Platto  V,  Cady,  12  Wis.  461. 
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operate  to  destroy  entirely  the  husband's  authority  respecting  it.^ 
He  may,  in  many  cases,  alien  it  by  his  sole  act.  Thus,  he  may 
abandon  it,  taking  the  family  with  him,  and  then  sell  it  without 
his  wife's  concurrence  ;  for  by  the  act  of  abandonment  it  ceased 
to  be  the  family  homestead.^  Moreover,  as  stated  in  a  well- 
considered  Texas  case,  '*  this  restriction  applies  where  the  hus- 
band has  acquired  full  property  in  the  land,  and  not  where  it  is 
charged  with  preceding  equities  or  incumbrances.  These  must 
be  discharged,  and  they  have  precedence  ov^r  the  rights  of  the 
homestead  privilege  ;  and  the  right  of  a  husband  to  make  arrange- 
ments in  relation  to  these  incumbrances,  or  to  renounce  lands 
thus  burthened  or  subject  to  conditions  and  contingencies,  could 
not  be  questioned  by  the  wife  in  virtue  of  her  remote  right, 
which  might  arise  if  the  incumbrances  or  conditions  were  ever 
discharcred  or  removed,  unless  in  cases  where  the  husband  is 
squandering  the  property  with  the  fraudulent  design  of  depriving 
his  wife  of  a  homestead."  * 

§  469.  Conveyance  to  secure  privileged  Debt.  —  A  convey- 
ance to  secure  a  debt  which  is  privileged  against  the  homestead 
exemption  will  pass  the  right  of  homestead,  although  the  signa- 
ture of  the  wife  is  imperfectly  acknowledged  or  attested,*  or 
although  the  wife  does  not  join  in  the  deed  at  all  ;^  since,  as  to 
such  a  debt,  there  is  no  homestead  exemption.  Apparently 
upon  this  ground,  where  a  debtor  sold  a  portion  of  his  homestead 
to  a  creditor  to  induce  him  to  satisfy  a  judgment  founded  on  a 
contract  which  antedated  the  homestead  law,  and  under  which 
the  homestead  might,  hence,  have  been  sold,  the  sale  was  pro- 
nounced valid,  although  the  wife's  acknowledgment  of  the  deed 
was  defective.*  From  this  doctrine  it  also  results  that,  where  a 
mortgage  is  given  to  secure  purchase-money,  the  wife  is  not 
a  necessary  party  to  a  suit  for  foreclosure.' 

1  ArUe,  I  42. 

«  Ante,  li  42.  276. 

»  White  V.  Shepperd,  16  Texas,  172. 

*  Bumside  v.  Terry,  51  Ga.  186 ;  Wood  v.  Lord,  51  N.  H.  448. 

'  *  Ante,  2  862  et  aeq.  But  otherwise  in  Nevada,  as  to  a  debt  for  purchase-money. 
Supra,  \  466. 

•  Bumside  v,  Terry,  61  Ga.  186. 

T  Amphlett  v.  Hibbard,  29  Mich.  802. 
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§  470.    These  Restrictions  cannot  be  efvaded  by  Husband.  — 

Saving  his  power  to  abandon,  taking  the  family  with  him,  the  gen- 
eral rule  is  that  the  husband  can  do  nothing,  by  which  the  home- 
stead will  be  divested,  of  less  dignity  than  the  execution  of  a 
deed  in  conformity  with  the  statute.  Thus,  a  conveyance  of  the 
homestead  by  the  husband,  invalid  because  not  concurred  in  by 
his  wife,  is  not  rendered  valid  by  his  parol  disclaimer  that  the 
premises  constitute  his  homestead.^  Neither  will  the  act  of  the 
husband  in  disclaiming  title  after  his  homestead  has  been  levied 
on,  and  before  it  has  been  oflFered  for  sale  by  the  sheriff,  prejudice 
the  homestead  right ;  the  court  saying :  ««  The  defendant,  having 
a  vested  estate  in  the  homestead,  conferred  by  the  Constitution, 
can  lose  or  part  with  it  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  law,  to 
wit,  by  deed,  with  the  consent  of  his  wife,  evidenced  by  her 
privy  examination."  *  Neither  can  the  husband  alone,  by  agree- 
ment with  a  moitgageor,  verbal  or  written,  revive  a  mortgage  on 
the  homestead  which  has  been  already  paid ; '  but  the  husband 
may  enter  into  a  valid  contract  with  the  mortgagee  for  the  exten- 
sion of  such  a  mortgage.*  Nor  does  the  fact  that  the  husband 
accepts  a  lease  of  a  person  who  has  purchased  his  homestead 
under  a  void  mortgagee  stop  his  wife  from  denying  the  title  of 
the  lessor  and  setting  up  her  right  of  homestead  therein.*  Nor 
will  any  effect  be  given  to  a  clause  in  a  promissory  note,  signed 
by  the  husband  alone,  waiving  the  benefit  of  the  homestead 
exemi)tion  as  to  the  debt  thereby  evidenced.*^ 

§  471.  But  do  not  exclude  Power  to  lease. — But  the  hus- 
band may,  without  consent  of  the  wife,  give  leases  of  homestead 
lands,  which  do  not  interfere  with  their  use  and  occupancy  as  a 
homestead,  and  also  licenses  to  cut  timber,  quarry  stone,  remove 
mineral,  and  the  like ;  and,  even  if  her  assent  is  necessary  to  the 
validity  of  such  a  license,  if  she  stands  by  and  sees  money  ex- 
pended under  it,  she  will  be  estopped  from  afterwards  repudiating 

^  Williams  v.  Swetland,  10  Iowa,  56 ;  Robinson  r.  Davenport,  40  Texas,  388,  345. 
»  Lambert  v.  Kinnery,  74  N.  C.  848. 

•  Spencer  v.  Fredendall,  15  Wis.  666. 

•  Jenness  r.  Cutler,  12  Kan.  600. 

'  Morris  u.  Sargent,  18  Iowa,  90,  102 ;  Wood  v.  Lord,  51  N.  H.  448 ;  Abbott  ». 
Cromartie,  72  N.  C.  548. 

•  Beavan  v.  Speed,  74  N.  C.  644. 
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it.  It  was  so  held  where,  under  such  a  license  to  mine  lead,  the 
licensee  had  expended  $2,000  in  the  prosecution  of  the  work.^ 

§  472.    If   the  Homestead  has   not  been  selected,  what. — 

Where  the  existence  of  the  homestead  privilege  is  made  to  de- 
pend upon  the  act  of  the  debtor  in  selecting  the  homestead,  there 
are  cases  which  hold  that,  where  this  act  of  selection  has  not  been 
performed,  the  owner  is  at  liberty  to  alien  his  homestead  with- 
out the  consent  of  wife,  although  such  consent  would,  after 
selection,  be  required.  It  was  so  held  under  the  early  home- 
stead law  of  Michigan,  which,  in  defining  the  homestead,  used  the 
expression,  "  to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof.'*  ^  The  same 
view  has  been  intimated  under  the  constitutional  provision  in 
South  Carolina,  which  does  not  use  this  expression ; '  and  such 
appears  to  be  the  rule  in  Georgia,  where  the  homestead  is  not 
dedicated  until  it  is  set  apart  to  the  owner  or  his  family  by  the 
ordinary.*  These  and  other  similar  cases  go  no  further,  how- 
ever, than  to  assert  a  rule  of  general  application,  namely,  that, 
until  land  is  dedicated  as  a  homestead  in  one  of  the  three  modes 
pointed  out  in  a  former  chapter,^  there  are  no  restraints  upon 
alienation  other  than  those  which  exist  as  to  property  in  general ; 
for,  until  this  has  been  done,  the  land  is  not  homestead.^ 

§  473.  Conveyance  to  Wife  and  Children  not  an  Aliena- 
tion.—  The  policy  of  those  statutes  which  restrain  the  alienation 
of  the  homestead  without  the  wife  joining  in  the  deed  is  to  pro- 
tect the  wife,  and  to  enable  her  to  protect  the  family,  in  the  pos- 
session and  enjoyment  of  a  homestead,  after  one  has  been  ac- 
quired by  the  husband.  They  are  not  intended  to  interpose 
obstacles  in  the  way  of  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  to  the 
wife,  or  to  the  wife  and  children,  with  the  consent  and  approval 
of  the  wife,  whatever   may  be  the  form  of   such   conveyance. 

^  Harkness  v.  Burton,  89  Iowa,  101. 
«  The  People  v.  Plumsted,  2  Mich.  465. 
'  Homestead  Assn.  v.  Enslow,  7  S.  C.  19. 

*  Infnif  I  520;  Simmons  v.  Anderson,  66  Ga.  53. 
6  Ante,  i  280. 

*  Under  the  Tennessee  act  of  May  5, 1870,  the  hushand  cannot  alien  the  homestead 
except  by  the  joint  deed  of  himself  and  wife,  whether  it  has  been  set  apart  or  not 
Kennedy  v.  Stacey,  57  Tenn.  220. 
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Accordingly,  a  deed  of  an  undivided  three-fourths  of  the  grant- 
or's homestead  to  A,  as  trustee  for  the  grantor's  wife  and  X 
and  Y,  his  two  children,  and  their  heirs  and  assigns,  without 
any  duty  charged  upon  the  trustee  in  relation  thereto,  was  not 
void  for  want  of  the  wife's  signature,  since  it  was  not  an  *'  aliena- 
tion "  of  the  homestead  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.^  In 
another  case  in  Wisconsin  a  husband  and  wife,  being  old  and 
infirm,  deeded  their  home  place  to  their  son,  in  pursuance  of  an 
agreement  that  he  should  come  and  live  with  them  and  take 
care  of  them ;  for  the  faithful  perfoi'mance  of  which  agreement 
he  gave  them  a  bond,  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the  land,  in 
the  penal  sum  of  $600 — about  the  value  of  the  premises.  Before 
this  transaction,  a  judgment  had  been  rendered  against  the  hus- 
.band,  under  which  execution  had  been  levied  upon  the  land,  but 
a  sale  thereunder  was  postponed  by  reason  of  the  existence  of 
the  homestead  right.*  The  son  resided  on  the  premises  about 
two  years,  and  then  refused  any  longer  to  comply  with  the  terms 
of  his  bond  and  mort-gsige,  abandoned  the  place,  and  released  his 
interest  to  his  father.  Thereafter  the  owner  of  the  judgment 
procured  the  property  to  be  sold  by  the  sheriff;  and,  in  an  action 
to  annul  the  sale,  it  was  urged  for  the  defendant  that  immediately 
upon  the  sale  of  the  property  to  the  son  the  right  of  homestead 
ceased,  and,  the  lien  of  the  judgment  still  subsisting,  the  judg- 
ment was  leviable  under  the  rule  in  Hoyt  v.  Howe,  and  that, 
under  the  rule  in  Upman  v.  Second  Ward  Bank,'  the  enforcement 
of  the  lien  could  not  be  prevented  by  the  plaintiff's  subsequently 
taking  title  to  the  land  again  and  occupying  it  as  his  homestead. 
But  the  court  held  that  the  conveyance  of  the  property  to  his 
son  did  not  extinguish  the  right  to  claim  it  as  his  homestead. 
The  rule  of  Hoyt  v.  Howe  could  never  be  applied  in  a  case  like 

1  Riebl  V,  Bingenheimer,  28  Wis.  84;  compare  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  AUen,  401; 
Malony  v.  Horan,  12  Abb.  Pr.  (k.  b.)  289. 

'  This  in  consequence  of  the  rules  declared  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  in 
Hoyt  V,  Howe,  8  Wis.  762,  which  held  that  a  judgment  became  a  lien  upon  homestead 
property,  binding  the  property  and  securing  a  preference  to  the  judgment-creditor, 
but  not  capable  of  enforcement  until,  by  abandonment  or  otherwise,  the  right  of 
homestead  ceased,  when  the  property  might  be  immediately  sold  under  the  judgment 
Ante,  i  890. 

»  16  Wis.  449. 
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this,  where  the  conveyance  was  merely  a  means  of  applying  the 
homestead  more  effectually  to  the  support  of  its  aged  and  infirm 
owner  .^ 

§  474.  Conveyance  by  Husband  alone,  void. — Where  the 
statute  provides  that,  in  order  to  make  a  valid  conveyance  of  the 
homestead,  the  wife  of  the  owner  must  join  in  the  deed,  a  con- 
veyance of  the  homestead  by  the  husband  alone  is  held  by  most 
couils  to  be  voidy  not  only  as  to  the  wife,  but  also  as  to  the 
husband.  This  being  so,  it  estops  neither  from  asserting  the 
homestead  right  as  against  the  alienee.'  The  same  rule  obtains 
in  Kansas  as  to  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  wife  alone,  notwith- 
standing the  legal  title  may  be  in  her,  and  not  in  her  husband  ; 
since,  under  the  Constitution  of  that  state,^  the  homestead  is  not 
alienable  **  without  the  joint  coifeent  of  husband  and  wife."*  It 
is  a  rule  of  frequent  application  that,  as  against  a  married  woman, 
a  deed  not  acknowledged  by  her,  or  otherwise  defective,  will  not 
be  enforced,  even  in  equity.*  Upon  this  principle  a  deed  of  the 
homestead  not  executed  by  the  wife,  in  conformity  with  the  stat- 
ute, is  void  as  to  her.*  Nor  can  such  a  deed  be  permitted  to 
operate  as  an  estoppel  against  the  husband,  because  it  would  be 
absurd  to  hold  that  a  deed  which  the  law  declares  to  be  invalid 
should  yet,  by  reason  of  the  covenants  of  the  grantor,  operate 
effectually  as  a  grant,  and  transfer  the  estate.'  Besides,  '*to 
sustain  such  an  estoppel  as  against  the  husband  would  be  to  dis- 
member the  family  and  exclude  him  from  the  premises,  while  the 
wife  and  children  would  be  entitled  to  the  full  and  exclusive 
possession  of  the  homestead.*'® 

*  Murphy  v.  Crouch,  24  Wis.  866,  opinion  by  Paine,  J. 

«  Dye  V.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291 ;  Amphlett  v.  Hibbard,  29  Mich.  298;  Alley  v.  Bay, 
9  Iowa,  609 ;  Larson  v,  Reynolds,  18  Iowa,  679 ;  Richards  v.  Ghace,  2  Grray,  885 ; 
Morris  v.  Ward,  6  Kan.  289 ;  Ayres  v.  Probasco,  14  Kan.  190 ;  Kennedy  v.  Stacey,  57 
Tenn.  220;  Hoge  r.  HoUister,  2  Tenn.  Ch.  606;  Rogers  v.  Renshaw,  87  Texas,  626; 
Williams  v.  Starr,  6  Wis.  684,  660 ;  Hait  v.  Houle,  19  Wis.  472 ;  Revalk  v,  Knemer,  8 
Cal.  66;  Barber  v.  Babel,  86  Gal.  81 ;  Sears  v.  Dixon,  88  GaL  826. 

»  Art  16,  i  9. 

*  Dollman  v.  Harris,  6  Kan.  697. 

»  Martin  v,  Dwelly,  6  Wend.  9 ;  Garr  v.  Williams,  10  Ohio,  806 

*  Hait «.  Houle,  19  Wis.  476. 

'  Connor  v.  McMurray,  2  Allen,  202. 
»  Doyle  «.  Gobum,  6  Allen,  72. 
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§  47»5.  Consequences  which  flow  from  this  View.  —  From 
this  view  the  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  deduce  the  following  con- 
sequences :  First,  such  a  mortgage  is  not  an  incumbrance  on  land 
owned  by  the  husband,  and  occupied  by  himself  and  family  as  a 
homestead,  within  the  meanins:  of  the  contract  to  make  title 
«*  free  from  the  incumbrances ;"  second,  if  the  land  be  afterwards 
sold  and  conveyed  by  the  husband  and  wife  jointly,  the  purchaser 
will  take  title  free  from  the  incumbrance  of  such  mortgage  ;  third, 
if,  after  such  sale,  conveyance,  and  abandonment,  a  decree  of 
foreclosure  is  entered  on  such  mortgage  against  the  husband,  in 
a  suit  in  which  the  wife  is  not  a  party,  the  decree  is  void  so  far 
as  it  affects  her  interests,  and  is  no  evidence  of  anything  against 
her.^ 

§  476.  Void  only  as  to  Homesteard  in  Fact* — If,  by  reason 
of  geographical  situation,  non-occupancy,  or  otherwise,  any  dis- 
tinct parcel  of  the  premises  aliened  by  the  sole  deed  of  the 
husband  is  not,  in  point  of  fact,  a  part  of  the  homestead,  the  deed 
or  mortgage  will  be  good  as  to  such  parcel,  although  void  as 
to  that  which  is  included  within  the  homestead  curtilaffe.'  This 
rule  comes  into  frequent  operation  under  those  statutes  which 
limit  the  homestead  to  a  particular  number  of  acres,  as  in  Wis- 
consin, in  which  case  the  husband's  sole  mortgage  will  be  good 
as  to  the  excess.' 

§  477.  Void  only  as  to  Homestead  Value,  —  An  exception  to 
this  rule  has  been  declared  in  several  cases  where  the  statute 
limits  the  homestead  exemption  to  property  of  a  given  value. 
In  such  cases  it  is  said  that  the  sale  or  mortgage  is  void  only  as 
to  the  homestead  value ;  as  to  any  excess  over  this  value  the 
mortgage  is  good,  since,  in  respect  of  this  excess,  the  property  is 
not  homestead.*     This  doctrine  was  denied  in  an  early  case  in 

1  Morris  V,  Ward,  5  Kan.  248. 

»  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  81  Dl.  174, 187. 

«  Hait  V,  Houle,  19  Wis.  472. 

*  Sargent  v.  Wilson,  '5  Cal.  504 ;  Revalk  v.  Krspmer,  8  Cal.  66,  74 ;  Dye  r.  Mann, 
10  Mich.  291 ;  Ring  v.  Burt,  17  Mich.  466 ;  Wallace  r.  Harris,  32  Mich.  898 :  Boyd  «. 
Cudderback,  31  HI.  113;  Smith  v.  Miller,  81  DL  161 ;  Black  v,  Lusk,  69  III.  70;  Bank 
of  Louisiana  v.  Lyons,  52  Miss.  181. 
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Massachusetts,  in  which  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  delivered  by 
a  judge  of  eminent  ability.^ 

^  Richards  v,  Chace,  2  Gray,  888,  opinion  by  Shaw,  0.  J.  The  learned  judge  used 
the  following  language :  "  Then  comes  in  the  ingenious  argument  of  the  counsel  of 
the  demandant  on  the  construction  of  the  statute.  What  is  it,  it  is  asked,  which  the 
statute  prohibits  the  husband  from  conveying?  It  is  'any  property  exempted  as 
afiresaid.*  Now,  the  argument  of  the  learned  counsel  is  that  the  property  thus  ex- 
empted is  real  estate,  house,  etc,  not  exceeding  in  value  $500 ;  and  that  all  which  is 
not  within  that  limit  is  not  exempted,  and,  thflzeflbre,  the  oonyejranoe  is  good  for  all 
beyond  that  limit  This  is  plausible,  bat  we  think  not  lomxd.  The  deed  is,  in  form, 
of  the  whole ;  and  there  are  no  means  of  identifying  and  distinguishing  what  part 
passes  and  what  does  not  By  a  donveyance,  some  title  passes  immediately ;  indefea- 
sible if  the  deed  be  absolute,  or  con^tional  if  it  be  a  mortgage.  It  cannot  be  said 
that  the  mortgagee  is  tenant  in  common  with  the  mortgageor,  because  there  are  no 
means  of  determining  the  aliquot  part  which  passes,  and  that  which  remains  in  the 
mortgageor.  If  it  be  said  that  the  value  will  determine  it — that,  if  the  estate  be  worth 
$600,  and  as  to  $600  it  is  void  by  the  statute,  it  operates  to  pass  one  hundred  dollars' 
worth,  or  one-sixth  of  the  whole — the  answer  is  that  the  statute  has  provided  no  mode 
of  making  the  valuation ;  and  the  actual  value  may  be  constantly  fluctuating  by  the 
alteration  in  the  exchangeable  value,  and  also  in  the  condition  of  the  estate.  In  the 
case  supposed,  is  the  value  to  be  that  which  it  was  when  the  deed  was  made,  or  when 
the  condition  is  broken  and  the  mortgagee  enters,  or  when  he  forecloses?  Take  the 
case  above-supposed — an  estate  worth  $600,  so  that  the  mortgage  shall  be  held  to 
attach  to  one-sixth ;  before  foreclosure  the  house  bums  down,  and  the  value  is  re- 
duced to  $400 — is  the  mortgagee's  estate  gone?  Or,  it  rises  to  $1,000;  shall  the  mort- 
gagee hold  one-half,  leaving  the  mortgageor  one-half,  being  then  of  the  value  of  $500? 
Any  mode  of  ^ving  legal  effect  to  such  a  conveyance  would  be  attended  with  difficul- 
ties so  great  as  to  preclude  such  a  construction.  It  is  said  that,  by  a  subsequent  pro- 
ceeding of  the  tenant  in  his  capacity  of  execution  creditor,  the  debtor's  five  hundred 
dollars'  worth  was  set  off  to  him,  and  the  residue  was  levied  on  by  the  tenant ;  and 
that  it  is  that  surplus  over  the  exempted  $500  which  the  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover 
under  his  mortgage,  which  was  prior  to  the  tenant's  attachment  But  we  think  the 
answer  is  that  the  mortgage  deed,  not  being  valid  to  transfer  or  pass  any  interest  in 
the  land  at  the  time  it  was  made  and  recorded,  cannot  be  made  good  by  an  appraise- 
ment and  division  made  afterwards  between  other  parties  and  for  another  purpose. 
But  perhaps  a  more  conclusive  and  satisfactory  answer  is  that  the  latter  proceeding, 
and  an  appraisement,  apportionment,  and  assignment  of  his  homestead  to  the  debtor 
in  case  of  levy  of  execution,  is  authorized  and  provided  for  by  the  statute,  and  a  levy 
on  the  surplus,  which  thus  becomes  separated  and  identified,  is  expressly  warranted 
by  the  statute;  whereas  there  is  no  such,  or  any  other,  legal  mode  by  which  the  debt- 
or's homestead  can  be  separated  and  assigned  so  as  to  leave  the  surplus  to  pass  by  an 
absolute  deed  or  by  a  mortgage.  Perhaps  it  may  be  said,  if  this  be  the  construction, 
that  a  man  may  take  a  deed  of  a  large  real  estate,  in  the  form  required  by  the  statute, 
stating  that  he  intends  to  hold  it  as  a  homestead,  and  then  a  conveyance  or  mortgage 
cannot  be  made  of  it  without  his  wife.  But  such  a  clause  in  his  title  deeds,  or  in  a 
declaration  on  record,  would  be  a  significant  caution  to  those  who  would  deal  with 
him  that  they  cannot  safely  do  so  without  the  concurrence  of  the  wife ;  and,  as  all 
over  $500  would  be  liable  to  be  taken  for  the  debts  of  the  owner,  an  insolvent  debtor 
would  have  little  inducement  to  resort  to  this  mode  of  holding  real  estate  in  expecta- 
tion of  barring  out  his  creditors." 
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§  478.  Reason  of  this  Bole.  —  The  doctrine  of  the  early  case 
in  Michigan  which  declares  this  rule,^  having  been  criticised  in  a 
later  case,*  the  court,  in  adhering  to  its  original  conclusion,  takes 
occasion  to  restate,  as  follows,  the  reasons  which  suppoi-t  it: 
**  Unless  precluded  by  the  Constitution,  or  some  statute  or 
principle  of  law,  it  was  certainly  within  the  power  of  Mr.  Hams 
to  deed  away  his  own  land.  He  was  precluded  from  deeding  so 
much  as  belonged  to  the  homestead  without  his  wife's  signature, 
and  he  was  precluded  from  deeding  the  residue  of  the  lot,  except 
subject  to  her  right  of  dower,  unless  she  joined.  Neither  the 
Constitution  nor  any  statute  fettered  his  power  to  transfer  by 
his  sole  deed  such  residue,  subject  to  her  dower  right.  The 
Constitution  merely  makes  void  the  alienation  of  the  land  con- 
stituting the  homestead,  and  not  the  alienation  of  other  land.' 
And  the  statutes,  instead  of  making  void  the  sole  deed  of  a  mar- 
ried man  of  land  owned  by  him  and  not  affected  by  a  homestead 
right,  recognize  his  power  to  give  such  a  deed.  Is  there  any 
principle  which  renders  a  whole  deed  void  because  it  assumes  to 
grant  an  entire  parcel,  and  some  portion  of  the  parcel  is  not 
grantable  on  account  of  the  existence  of  a  homestead  right,  and 
the  rest  is  grantable?  We  do  not  think  so.  We  venture  to 
refer  to  two  or  three  cases  which  seem  pertinent.  By  certain 
laws  of  North  Carolina  all  entries,  surveys,  and  grants  of  land 
within  the  Indian  territory  which  is  now  a  pai-t  of  Tennessee, 
were  unlawful.  An  entire  grant  was  made,  and  the  beginning 
corner  and  part  of  the  tract  was  outside  of  the  Indian  territory, 
but  the  rest  of  such  single  tract  was  within  it,  and  the  court 
decided  that  the  grant  was  valid  as  to  so  much  as  was  outside, 
and  invalid  as  to  the  residue.*  Afterwards  a  like  question  arose 
upon  a  grant  of  an  entire  tract,  situated  partly  in  the  Indian 
country  and  partly  outside  of  it,  and  all  within  the  limits  of  the 
state  of  Georgia,  and  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  in  giving  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court  in  favor  of  holding  the  grant  valid  as  to  the 
portion  not  within  the  Indian  country,  among  other  remarks, 
made  these  apposite  observations :    '  But  is  the  whole  grant  a 

J  Dye  V.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291. 

»  "Wallace  r.  Harris,  82  Mich.  899. 

*  Const  Mich.,  art.  16,  {  2. 

*  Danforth  v.  Wear,  9  WTieat.  678. 
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nullity  because  it  contains  some  lands  not  grantable?  In  the 
nature  of  the  thing  we  perceive  no  reason  why  the  grant  should 
not  be  good  for  land  which  it  might  lawfully  pass,  and  void  as  to 
that  part  of  the  tract  for  the  granting  of  which  the  office  had 
not  been  opened.  It  is  every  day's  pmctice  to  make  grants  for 
lands  which  have  in  fact  been  granted  to  others.  It  has  never 
been  suggested  that  the  whole  grant  is  void  because  a  part  of 
the  land  was  not  grantable.*  Again,  he  observed  :  *  There  is  a 
plain  difference  between  a  grant  comprehending  lands  which  may, 
with  lands  which  may  not,  be  granted,  and  one  made  on  a  fraudu- 
lent misrepresentation  or  illegal  consideration  which  extends  to, 
and  vitiates,  the  whole  instrument.'*  The  same  principle  was 
repeated  and  applied  in  Winn  v.  Patterson,  9  Pet.  663.  The 
circumstance  that  the  line  of  division  is  not  in  fact  marked 
makes  no  difference  in  principle.  It  is  part  of  the  object  of  this 
suit  to  have  it  marked,  and  we  perceive  no  difficulty  in  the  way. 
All  the  elements  required  are  understood,  and  the  court  has 
power  to  attain  the  end.  We  are  consequently  of  opinion  that 
the  deed  was  void  as  to  the  homestead  parcel,  whatever  its  limits, 
and  valid  as  to  the  remaining  land  on  the  lot."  ^ 

§  479.  ProceedinsT  to  subject  Excess.  —  Obviously,  a  suit  in 
equity  is  the  appropriate  proceeding  in  such  a  case  to  secure  the 
admeasurement  of  the  homestead  and  to  subject  the  excess  to 
the  debt  secured  by  a  mortgage.  Thus,  in  a  case  in  Mississippi, 
where  a  husband  had  executed,  without  his  wife's  concurrence, 
a  deed  of  trust  upon  their  homestead,  worth  $10,000,  the  holder 
of  the  note,  after  default,  instead  of  calling  on  the  trustee  to 
execute  the  power  of  sale,  filed  a  bill  in  equity  to  determine  his 
rights  as  a  creditor,  and  also  the  extent  of  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion. The  Supreme  Court  said :  '« It  was  eminently  proper  that 
the  complainants  should,  in  advance  of  a  sale  by  the  trustees, 
have  brought  this  bill,  so  that  they  might  realize  out  of  the 
premises  so  much  as  was  bound  for  their  debt,  and  the  debtor 
have  secured,  either  in  property  if  practicable,  or,  if  not,  in 
money,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  $2,000  for  investment 
in  another  homestead.     It  was  error,  therefore,  to  have  sustained 

I  Patterson  r.  Jenks,  2  Pet  216. 
»  WaUace  v.  Harris,  32  Mich.  399. 
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the  demurrer  and  dismissed  the  bill.  If  the  complaiuaiits  shall 
establish  their  right  to  relief,  the  chancellor  ought  to  ascertain, 
or  cause  it  to  be  done,  whether  the  lot  can  be  so  divided  us  to 
allow  the  dwelling-house  to  be  retained  by  the  debtor  on  a  valua- 
tion, he  to  pay,  as  prescribed  by  section  2137,  the  excess  of  the 
valuation  over  $2,000.  If  he  does  not  so  pay,  then  it  shall  be 
sold  ;  and,  if  it  brings  more  than  $2,000,  the  excess  to  go  to  com- 
plainants. If  the  premises  cannot  be  so  divided  into  two  or 
three  separate  parcels,  with  the  dwelling-house,  appurtenant 
buildings,  and  a  convenient  quantity  of  laud  attached  on  said 
parcel,  then  the  whole  premises  may  be  sold,  and  $2,000  paid  to 
the  debtor  and  the  excess  to  complainants."  ^ 

§  480.  Continued  —  Form  of  Relief.  —  In  a  suit  in  equity  in 
Michigan,  brought  to  foreclose  a  husband's  sole  mortgage  of 
property  embracing  the  homestead,  the  court  ordered  a  reference 
to  a  commissioner,  to  set  off  as  a  homestead  so  much  of  the  prem- 
ises, with  the  improvements,  as  was  worth  $1,500  (the  limit  of 
value  of  the  homestead  exemption)  at  the  date  of  the  mortgage, 
including  the  dwelling-house,  and,  as  far  as  practicable,  such  of 
the  out-buildings  and  other  improvements  as  might  be  found  most 
essential  to  the  enjoyment  of  the  homestead ;  to  the  end  that, 
upon  the  coming  in  and  confirmation  of  the  report,  the  mortgage 
might  be  declared  void  as  to  the  homestead  thus  set  oft*,  and 
good  as  to  the  residue.'  It  is  said  in  a  case  in  Illinois  that,  on 
foreclosure,  the  excess  over  the  value  of  the  homestead  could  be 
reached  by  a  division  ;  or,  if  the  premises  were  indivisible,  by  a 
sale  in  the  mode  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Or,  if  a  judgment 
were  recovered  on  the  indebtedness,  a  sale  could,  perhaps,  be 
had  under  the  statute  in  the  manner  it  has  provided. 

§481.  Continued  —  Ejectment.  —  But,  such  a  mortgage  being 
insufiicient  to  release  the  mortgageor  from  the  right  to  the  benetit 
of  the  Homestead  Act,  the  mortgagee  cannot  recover  upon  it  in 
ejectment.*  Moreover,  in  the  same  state,  if  one  who  has  pur- 
chased the  homestead  of  another,  in  a  sale  under  the  foreclosure  of 

>  Bank  of  Louisiana  v.  Lyons,  52  Miss.  184. 
«  Dye  V.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291,  299. 
«  Smith  V.  Miller,  31  111.  161. 
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a  mortgage  thereon,  brings  ejectment  therefor,  the  mortgageor 
may  defend  on  the  ground  that  his  wife  did  not  join  in  the  mort- 
gage in  the  mode  prescribed  in  the  statute  ;  and  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment  will  not  be  permitted  to  show  the  value  of  the  premises, 
for  in  this  form  of  action  the  value  is  immaterial.^  It  is  imma- 
terial because,  if  the  premises  were  worth  less  than  $1,000,  the 
mortgage  was  practically  inoperative  for  any  form  of  action,  so 
long  as  the  mortgageor  should  choose  to  assert  his  homestead 
rights  ;  and,  if  they  were  worth  more,  although  the  mortgage  was 
at  once  operative  for  the  surplus,  yet  it  could  not  be  enforced  by 
ejectment  until  the  homestead  had  been  laid  off — since,  in  this 
form  of  action,  the  court  could  not  toll  how  far  the  homestead 
right  would  extend.*  But,  if  the  jury  find  that  any  portion  of  the 
land  was  not,  by  reason  of  its  geographical  situation,  a  part  of 
the  homestead,  there  may  be,  as  to  such  parcel,  a  recovery.*  If, 
to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  the  answer  sets  up  that  the 
premises  are  the  defendant's  homestead,  and  that  the  right  of 
homestead  was  not  released  in  the  mortgage,  and  if  the  complain- 
ant would  have  a  decree  subjecting  the  excess  above  the  statutory 
value,  he  must,  by  amendment  it  seems,  allege  that  the  mort- 
gaged premises  exceeded  this  value,  and  establish  this  fact  by 
proof.     It  is  for  him  to  take  the  initiative.* 

§  482.  Proceediiifir  in  such  Case  to  recover  or  defend  Home- 
stead. —  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  grantee  in  a  deed  of  premises 
embracing  the  homestead  is  in  possession,  and  the  deed  was  made 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  wife  in  the  manner  pointed  out 
by  the  statute,  and  the  land  conveyed  is  worth  more  than  the 
statutory  value  of  the  homestead,  the  wife  may  maintain  a  bill  in 
equity  to  have  the  homestead  ascertained  and  set  off  to  her.* 

§  483.    Void  Sale  validated  by  subsequent  Abandonment. — 

But  in  some  states  this  rule  yields  to  the  exception  that  a  sale  of 
the  homestead,  inoperative  because  the  homestead  right  has  not 

>  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  81  fll.  187. 

'  Brown  v.  Coon,  36  111.  247,  per  Lawrence,  J. 

»  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  81  111.  187. 

*  Black  ».  Lusk,  69  111.  74. 

6  Ring  V.  Burt,  17  Mich.  466,  472. 
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been  released  by  both  husband  and  wife,  may  be  rendered  valid  by 
subsequent  abandonment.  There  is  little  doubt  that  the  husband 
^^y^  hy  virtue  of  his  marital  and  parental  authority,  abandon 
his  homestead,  taking  his  family  with  him,  so  that  it  will  cease 
to  be  the  family  homestead,  although  a  new  homestead  may  not 
have  been  acquired.*  But,  suppose  he  conveys  the  homestead 
premises  in  such  a  manner  as  not  to  release  the  right  of  homestead, 
and  afterwards  abandons  them  —  will  this  abandonment  inure  to 
the  benefit  of  his  grantee  or  to  that  of  his  creditors?  In  Illinois 
and  Texas  it  is  held  that  it  inures  to  the  benefit  of  the  grantee.* 
In  one  case  the  Illinois  court  became  more  explicit,  and  de- 
clared that  the  operation  of  such  a  deed  is  to  pass  the  fee  when 
it  is  executed,  and  to  suspend  the  power  to  acquire  posses- 
sion until  the  homestead  is  abandoned,  or  possession  delivered 
under  it.* 

§  484.  niiiBtrations. — In  another  case  the  owner  of  a  home-, 
stead  had  made  an  exchange  of  it  for  land  of  another,  situated 
in  another  state,  had  made  a  deed  to  such  person  which  did  not 
release  his  homestead  right,  and  had  surrendered  possession  to 
him.  Five  years  afterwards  he  and  his  wife  filed  a  bill  to  rescind 
the  contract,  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and,  also,  because  they  had 
not  in  their  deed  released  their  right  of  homestead.  A  decree 
dismissing  the  bill  was  affirmed.  The  plaintiffs  were  precluded 
by  their  laches  from  obtaining  a  rescission  of  the  contract  on  the 
ground  of  firaud.  Their  right  of  homestead  had  been  released 
to  the  defendant  by  abandoning  the  premises  to  him ;  and  such  a 
waiver  could  not  be  avoided  for  the  fraud  of  the  grantee  after  a 
delay  such  as  would  preclude  a  rescission  of  the  contract.*  Again : 
the  owner  of  a  homestead  mortgaged  it  to  A,  but  without  releas- 
ing homestead,  and  then  abandoned  the  premises.  Afterwards 
he  sold  the  premises  to  B,  he  and  his  wife  releasing  homestead  in 
conformity  with  the  statute.     A  brought  suit  in  equity  to  fore- 

I  Antcy  a  42,  276 ;  Vasey  v.  Trustees,  59  111.  191 ;  Titman  v,  Moore,  48  HI.  174. 

«  Brown  ».  Coon,  36  111.  248 ;  McDonald  v.  Crandall,  48  LI.  281 ;  Hewitt  v.  Temple- 
ton,  48  ni.  867;  Vasey  v.  Trustees,  69  lU.  188;  Hall  v.  FuUerton,  69  111.  448;  Stewart 
V.  Mackey,  16  Texas,  66 ;  Jordan  v.  Godman,  19  Texas,  273. 

»  McDonald  v,  Crandall,  48  111.  238. 

*  Hall  V.  FuUerton,  69  111.  448. 
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close  his  mortgage,  and  B  filed  a  cross-bill,  claiming  a  right  of 
homestead  in  the  premises  as  assignee  of  the  mortgageor.  A 
decree  foreclosing  the  mortgage  was  affirmed.  The  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  homestead  had  been  abandoned  between  the 
execution  of  the  mortgage  and  the  deed.  The  mortgage  was  not 
void ;  and  the  homestead  right,  although  not  expressly  waived 
therein,  had  been  waived  by  abandonment  of  the  premises.* 

§  485.  Continued. — Where  a  husband  and  wife  aliened  the 
family  homestead,  but  by  a  deed  which  did  not  expressly  release 
the  homestead  right,  received  a  fair  consideration  therefor,  and 
delivered  possession  to  the  vendee,  it  was  held  that  he  could  not 
recover  the  homestead  property  from  one  who  had  purchased 
it  from  such  vendee;  the  couit  saying:  *' There  is  nothing  in 
the  previous  decisions  of  the  court  which  requires  us  to  hold 
that  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  without  the  statutory  waiver 
is,  for  all  purposes,  absolutely  void."  *  In  another  case  A  exe- 
cuted upon  his  homestead  a  deed  of  trust,  his  wife  not  joining. 
Afterwards  he  executed  to  another  party  a  deed  of  trust  of  the 
same  premises,  his  wife  joining,  and  the  deed  relinquishing  the 
homestead  right.  The  premises  were  regularly  sold  under  both 
deeds.  The  purchaser  under  the  earlier  deed  entered  into  pos- 
session, and  the  purchaser  under  the  later  deed  brought  eject- 
ment. It  was  held  that  he  could  not  recover.  *'  The  operation 
of  the  first  deed  was  to  pass  the  fee  when  it  was  executed,  but 
only  suspended  the  power  to  acquire  possession  until  the  home- 
stead was  abandoned,  or  possession  delivered  under  the  deed. 
Possession  was  delivered  in  this  case  to  the  purchaser  under  the 
first  deed  of  trust,  and  the  purchaser  under  the  second  deed,  fail- 
ing to  acquire  the  fee,  obtained  no  right  to  hold  the  premises  as 
against  the  first  grantee  by  procuring  a  release  of  the  homestead 
exemption  in  the  junior  deed  of  trust.  That  conveyed  no  sepa- 
rate estate,  but  simply  estopped  the  grantors  from  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  act'  as  against  the  purchasers  from  the  trustee 
under  the  junior  deed  of  trust.  When  the  second  deed  of  trust 
was  cut  off  by  a  sale  under  the  first,  the  fee  and  the  release  of 

1  Vasev  V,  Trustees,  59  Dl.  ISS. 
>  Brown  v.  Coon,  86  Dl.  248. 
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the  homestead  by  that  deed  both  failed  together.  When  the  first 
purchaser  was  let  in,  he  thereby  united  his  fee  to  the  right  of 
possession,  and  could  assert  them  against  his  grantor  and  all 
of  his  subsequent  gi*antees.''  ^ 

§  486.  Contlnned.  —  In  another  case  A  owned  a  homestead, 
and  he  and  his  wife  mortgaged  it  to  B,  but  without  relestsing 
their  homestead  right.  A  and  wife  next  conveyed  the  premises 
by  quit-claim  deed  to  their  two  sons,  but  without  relinquishing 
homestead.  Next  in  order  of  date  B  assigned  his  mortgage  to 
C.  Thereafter  the  two  sons  conveyed  the  premises  to  D*-  After- 
wards C,  by  virtue  of  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  his  mortgage, 
conveyed  the  premises  to  E.  Still  later,  A  and  wife  executed  a 
deed  of  the  premises  to  E,  but  reserving  possession  for  a  shoit 
time  thereafter.  Before  the  expiration  of  this  time  they  aban- 
doned the  premises,  and  D  took  possession  under  his  deed  from 
the  sons.  The  grantee  of  E  brought  suit  against  D  to  quit  title. 
The  court  held  (1)  that,  by  the  deed  of  A  and  wife  to  their  two 
sons,  only  the  equity  of  redemption  passed ;  this  was  the  sole 
estate  acquired  by  D,  and  of  this  he  was  divested  by  the  sale 
under  the  mortgage ;  (2)  that,  had  A  remained  in  occupancy  of 
the  premises  beyond  the  time  limited  in  his  deed  to  E,  he  could 
have  been  evicted  therefrom  by  E  ;  for  E,  by  his  purchase  from 
the  mortgagee,  became  the  owner  of  the  fee,  and  A  and  his  wife, 
as  they  might  lawfully  do,  had  relinquished  their  homestead 
right  to  him  ;  (3)  that,  notwithstanding  there  was  no  release  of 
the  homestead  right  in  the  mortgage,  yet  the  act  of  A  in  aban- 
doning the  premises  annihilated  the  homestead  right,  so  that 
the  immediate  right  of  possession  attached  to  £,  as  owner  of 
the  fee.  * 

§  487.  Continued — Mortgrasres  in  Texas.  — Although  in  Texas 
a  mortgage  of  the  homestead  without  power  of  sale  is,  as  already 
seen,  invalid  even  when  executed  by  both  hiisband  and  wife,* 
yet,  in  a  case  where  such  a  mortgage  had  been  executed,  and  the 

1  McDonald  v.  Crandall,  43  HI.  281,  238,  opinion  by  Walker,  0.  J. 

>  Hewitt  V.  Templeton,  48  fll.  867.  ^ 

»  AntCy  i  468. 
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premises  afterwards  abandoned  and  a  new  homestead  acquired, 
the  court  conceded  so  much  to  the  mortgagee  as  to  decree  a  fore- 
closure of  his  mortgage,  holding  that  the  mortgage  took  efiect  as 
a  lien,  and  gave  the  mortgagee  a  preference  as  against  general 
creditors.^ 

§  488.   Void  Sale*  Abandonment,  and  subsequent  I>eatb  of 

Husband. — If  an  abandonment  of  the  homestead  premises  oper- 
ates as  a  release  of  the  right  of  homestead  to  a  prior  grantee,  to 
whom  such  right  has  not  been  released  in  the  deed ;  or  if,  in  the 
strong  language  of  the  Illinois  court,  by  such  abandonment  the 
right  of  homestead  becomes  annihilated,*  it  logically  follows  that 
no  subsequent  event,  such  &s  the  death  of  the  husband,  can 
restore  the  right  of  homestead,  against  the  will  of  such  grantee 
or  those  claiming  through  him.  Although  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Texas  has  not  declared  this  doctrine  as  explicitly  as  the  Illinois 
court,  yet  a  case  is  found  in  that  state  which  in  some  degree 
illustrates  it.  There  the  husband,  without  being  joined  by  his 
wife,  sold  the  family  homestead,  and  then,  with  his  family, 
removed  to  Arkansas,  where  he  died.  Several  years  later  the 
wife  returned  to  Texas  and  brought  suit  for  the  homestead. 
It  was  held  that,  by  changing  her  domicile  to  another  state,  she 
relinquished  any  homestead  rights  she  might  have  had  if  she  had 
continued  an  inhabitant  of  the  state.*  But,  as  elsewhere  more 
fully  stated,  this  rule  does  not  obtain  in  New  Hampshire  —  at 
least  not  under  the  act  of  1851.*  There  the  husband  muv,  with- 
out  consent  of  the  wife  as  required  by  the  statute,  convey  the 
homestead  and  deliver  possession  to  his  grantee ;  and  during  his 
life-time,  not  only  he,  but  also  his  wife  and  children — for  they 
can  only  claim  through  him  —  will  be  estopped  by  the  covenants 
of  his  deed  from  claiming  a  homestead  in  the  granted  premises  ; 
but  upon  his  death  her  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises  is 
restored,  and  she  may  claim  an  assignment  of  it  in  like  manner 

*  Stewart  v.  Mackey,  16  Texas,  56. 

•  Hewitt  17.  Templeton,  48  111.  869. 

•  Jordan  v.  Godman,  19  Texas,  273. 

*  Even  under  the  act  of  1868  th©  wife's  homestead  remains  an  inchoate  right  until 
it  is  assigned.    Tidd  v.  Quinn,  52  N.  H.  841. 
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as,  under  similar  circumstances,  she  might  claim  an  assignment 
of  dower.^ 

§  489.  Effect  of  subsequent  Death  of  Wife.  —  A  mortgage 
of  the  homestead,  which  is  void  because  executed  bv  the  husband 
alone,  is  not  rendered  valid  by  the  subsequent  death  of  the  wife.* 
But,  as  a  mortgage  is  but  an  iucident  of  the  debt  which  it  secures, 
while  such  a  mortgage  is  void,  the  debt  which  it  was  intended  to 
secure  remains  good,  and  the  homestead  will  or  will  not  be  liable 
for  the  debt,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  mortgage  had  never 
been  executed.'  The  doctrine  thus  stated  cannot,  it  should  seem, 
obtain,  except  in  those  states  where  the  homestead  is  regarded  as 
a  species  of  joint  tenaucy  with  the  hicident  of  survivorship,  unless 
the  courts  are  prepared  to  hold  that  minor  children  have  sub- 
stantive rights  in  the  homestead  which  they  can  assert  independ- 
ently of  their  surviving  father,  he  being  the  owner  of  the  fee.  If 
the  homestead  is  a  species  of  incumbrance  in  favor  of  the  wife,  it 
would  seem  to  follow  that  upon  her  death  her  interest  would 
merge  in  the  fee.*  And,  if  there  are  no  minor  children,  it  follows 
that  there  has  been  a  dissolution  of  the  family,  and  the  estate 
of  homestead  has,  therefore,  failed  for  want  of  persons  who  are 
entitled  to  assert  this  right.*  On  the  happening  of  such  an  event, 
no  reason  is  perceived  why  a  mortgage,  invalid  for  waiit  of  a  release 
of  homestead,  should  not  become  operative.  But  there  is  much 
more  difficulty  in  perceiving  how,  once  having  become  operative, 
it  could  be  rendered  again  nugatory  by  the  remarriage  of  the 
surviving  husband,  as  a  late  case  in  Georgia  holds.' 

»  Infra,  i  508. 

s  Bevalk  v.  Kramer,  8  Gal.  66,  76  (overruled  in  Gee  v.  Moore,  14  Oal.  472,  but 
reenacted  by  statute) ;  Larson  v.  Beynolds,  18  Iowa,  679. 

'  Kevalk  v.  Kramer,  supra. 

«  See  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  Oa.  629. 

6  Benedict  v.  Webb,  67  Ga.  848. 

•  Ibid,  In  thia  case,  property  mortgaged  in  1870,  without  any  waiver  of  homestead, 
being  claimed  as  a  homestead  in  1871,  the  mortgagee,  who  had  filed  objections, 
withdrew  the  same  and  granted  further  indulgence,  on  condition  that  the  home- 
stead be  set  apart  subject  to  the  mortgage,  which  was  done  accordingly,  and  the 
mortgagee's  wife  died  in  a  few  days  thereafter;  he  having  no  minor  children, 
the  specific  homestead  right,  concerning  which  the  parties  made  their  agreement, 
terminated  for  all  time.  Afterwards  the  mortgagee  married  again,  went  into  bank- 
ruptcy, and,  in  1876,  procured  the  same  property  to  be  set  apart  to  him  by  the 
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§  490.  Effect  of  snbseqaent  Death  of  both  Husband  and 
Wife.  —  But,  where  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  is  made  by 
the  husband  without  the  wife  joining,  and  both  husband  and  wife 
afterwards  die,  the  administrator  of  the  husband  is  estopped  from 
setting  up  the  invalidity  of  the  deed  as  ugainst  his  intestate's 
alienee.  The  reason  given  for  so  holding  is  that,  the  wife  having 
died  first,  her  interest  in  the  homestead  vested  in  the  husband ; 
that,  whilst  the  deed  was  inoperative  to  divest  the  homestead 
interest  of  the  wife,  it  was  otherwise  as  to  the  interest  of  the 
husband  or  those  claiming  under  him ;  in  other  words,  the  deed 
was  void  as  to  the  wife,  but  good  as  to  the  husband.*  The  effect 
of  this  decision  is  that,  where  a  conveyance  has  been  made  by  the 
sole  deed  of  the  husband,  and  the  estate  of  homestead  afterwards 
determines  by  the  death  of  both  husband  and  wife,  leaving  no 
minor  children  in  whom  it  may  continue,  it  will  pass  to  the  hus- 
band's alienee,  and  not  into  the  corpus  of  the  estate  subject  to 
administration. 

§  491.  Husband's  Bond  for  Title —  Specific  Performance  — 
Damages  —  Pleadiu^r*  —  Another  illustration  of  the  doctrine 
that  a  conveyance  by  the  husband  of  the  homestead,  without  the 
wife's  concurrence,  is  not  absolutely  void  is  found  in  the  manner 
in  which  the  courts  treat  the  husband's  unexecuted  contract  to 
convey  such  premises.  All  the  couils  agree  that  such  a  contract 
is  so  far  void  that  a  specific  performance  of  it  cannot  be  decreed 
while  the  wife  lives  and  occupancy  by  the  family  continues.^  But 
it  does  not  follow  from  this  that  the  husband  will  not  be  liable  in 
damages  to  his  obligee,  the  same  as  a  covenantor  who  has  ren- 
dered himself  imable  to  perform ; '  and  the  cases  in  Texas  hold 
that  he  will  be.*    Moreover,  if  the  homestead  occupancy  ceases 


assignee  in  bankraptcy  as  a  homestead.  This  second  homestead,  being  based  on  the 
existence  of  a  new  family,  is  lawful ;  is  unaffected  by  the  agreement  touching  the  first ; 
and,  so  long  as  it  exists,  the  property  is  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  under  the  mort- 
gage.   Benedict  v.  Webb,  57  Ga.  848. 

>  Irion  V.  MiUs,  41  Texas,  811. 

»  Wright  V.  Hays,  84  Texas,  268 ;  Cross  v.  Everts,  28  Texas,  523 ;  Allison  v.  Shilling, 
27  Texas,  460;  Brewer  v.  Wall,  28  Texas,  387 ;  Tost  v.  Devault,  9  Iowa,  60. 

•  Yost  r.  Devault,  supra. 

*  Cross  V.  Everts,  28  Texas,  628;  Wright  v.  Hays,  84  Texas,  261. 

421 


§  492      STATUTORY  RESTRAINT  UPON  ALIENATION. 

by  the  death  of  the  wife,^  or  by  her  voluntary  removal  from  the 
premises  —  this  is  the  language  of  the  Texas  court  —  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  will  then  be  decreed.*  But  all  this 
must  be  understood  to  relate  only  to  premises  which  constituted 
the  homestead  of  the  husband  and  wife  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  contract  to  convey.  A  subsequent  adoption  of  the 
premises  as  a  homestead  will  not  prevent  a  specific  perform- 
ance.^ It  follows  as  a  rule  of  pleading  that,  in  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  of  such  a  contract,  a  plea  setting  up  the  defense  of 
homestead,  which  states  merely  that  the  premises  in  controversy 
are  the  homestead  of  the  defendants,  is  bad  on  demurrer.*  If 
the  complainant  in  such  a  suit  desires  to  have  damages  assessed 
for  non-performance,  in  case  specific  performance  cannot  be 
decreed,  he  must  frame  his  bill  with  a  view  to  such  alternative 
relief.^  In  such  a  suit  the  complainant  must  allege  affirmatively 
that  the  wife  executed  the  contract  in  the  manned'  pi^esci^ibed  by 
the  statute.^  If  the  petition  show  that  the  premises  in  controversy 
were  the  homestead  of  the  defendants,  and  fail  to  show  that  the 
wife  executed  it  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  statute,  it  wiU 
be  bad  on  general  demurrer.^  If,  however,  such  a  petition  is 
framed  with  an  alternative  prayer  for  relief  by  way  of  damages, 
it  will  stand,  on  general  demurrer,  in  so  far  as  it  seeks  a  recovery 
of  damages  against  the  husband,  though  it  will  fall  totally  as  to 
the  wife.^  The  wife  cannot  be  charged  in  damages,  not  even  on 
the  ground  of  frauds  for  entering  into  such  a  contract  and  then 
repudiating  it,  unless  she  assented  to  it  in  the  manner  pointed 
out  by  the  statute  for  alienating  her  homestead.' 

§  492.    Conflicts  between  Alienees.  —  From  the  rule  that  a 
conveyance  of  homestead  in  which  the  right  is  not  released  as 

1  Brewer  v.  Wall,  28^6X03,  3S5 ;  Wright  v.  Hays,  84  Texas,  261.    And  see  Primm 
V,  Barton,  18  Texas,  206. 
»  Allison  V,  Shilling,  27  Texas,  450. 

•  Yost  r.  Devault,  8  Iowa,  345 ;  anU,  \  248. 

•  Yost  r.  Devault,  8  Iowa,  845. 
6  Ibid.,  9  Iowa,  60. 

•  Cross  V,  Everts,  28  Texas,  524. 
»  Ibid. 

•  Ibid. 

•  IbU. 

4t22 


BEMEDY   OF  JUNIOR  MORTGAGEE.  §  493 

the  statute  provides  is  void,  it  follows  that  a  junior  mortgage 
executed  by  both  husband  and  wife  will  prevail  over  a  senior 
mortgage  executed  by  the  husband  alone.*  Thus,  a  judgment  of 
foreclosure  was  had  in  an  action  against  the  husband  alone,  on  a 
mortgage  on  his  family  homestead  executed  by  himself  alone. 
Afterwards  he  and  his  wife  joined  in  a  mortgage  to  a  third  party* 
It  was  held  (1)  that  the  second  mortgage  bound  no  one  as  to  the 
homestead,  because  the  wife  was  not  a  paity  to  it;  and  (2)  that 
the  wife's  decease  before  the  second  mortgage  was  recorded  did 
not  impair  its  validity  as  against  the  first  mortgage.^  A  husband 
conveyed  480  acres  of  land  with  warranty  without  his  wife  join- 
ing in  the  deed.  This  laud  included  the  family  homestead.  Sub- 
sequently he  and  his  wife  joined  in  a  mortgage  of  the  land  to 
another  person.  This  mortgage  was  foreclosed  and  the  property 
sold.  The  only  right  which  the  purchaser  acquired  was  the  right 
of  selecting  the  homestead  —  this  right  not  having  been  exercised 
by  the  mortgagee.* 

§  493.  Remedy  of  Junior  Mortgagee.  —  The  junior  mort- 
gagee can  urge  any  objection  to  the  senior  mortgage  which  the 
mortgageor  and  his  wife  could  urge.  Therefore,  if  the  senior 
mortgage  is  void  for  want  of  a  release  of  the  right  of  homestead 
in  the  manner  pointed  out  by  the  statute,  this  invalidity  may  be 
set  up  by  the  junior  mortgagee.*  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a 
senior  mortgage  executed  by  the  husband,  an  answer  by  a  junior 
mortgagee  alleging  that  the  mortgaged  property  was  the  home- 
stead of  the  mortgageor  when  the  senior  mortgage  was  executed, 
and  that  his  wife  did  not  join  in  its  execution,  constitutes  a  good 
defense  to  the  action*  even  when  the  mortgageor  makes  no  de- 
fense.* 


^  Alley  V.  Bay,  9  Iowa,  609 ;  Van  Reynegan  v,  Revalk,  8  Cal.  75 ;  Dye  v.  Mann,  10 
Mich.  291 ;  Kent  v.  Agard,  22  Wis.  150;  Morris  v.  Ward,  5  K.an.  248.  For  a  qualifi- 
cation of  this  doctrine  see,  supra^  \\  484,  486. 

'  Van  Beynegan  v,  Kevalk,  8  Cal.  75. 

•  Kent  V.  Agard,  22  Wis.  150. 

^  Dorsey  r.  McFarland,  7  Cal.  842;  Alley  v.  Bay,  9  Iowa,  509;  Dye  v.  Mann,  10 
Mich.  291. 

^  Alley  9.  Bay,  9  Iowa,  509 ;  Dye  v.  Mann,  10  Mich.  291. 
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2.  In  Massackuaetts. 

§  495.  Terms  of  the  Statute.  —  By  the  early  Massachusetts 
statute  there  was  "exempted,  to  the  value  of  eight  hundred 
dollars,"  from  sale  or  levy  on  execution  for  subsequent  debts, 
«*  the  homestead,  or  the  lot  and  buildings  thereon  occupied  as  a 
residence  and  owned  by  the  debtor,  or  any  such  buildings  owned 
by  the  debtor  and  so  occupied  on  land  not  his  own,  but  of  which 
he  shall  be  in  rightful  possession,  by  lease  or  otherwise,  he  being 
a  householder  and  having  a  family,"  <<  such  exemption  to  con- 
tinue after  his  death,  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children, 
some  one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead  until 
the  majority  of  the  youngest  child,  and  until  the  death  of  the 
widow;  and  no  conveyance  by  the  husband  of  any  property 
exempted  as  aforesaid"  should  be  valid  in  law  unless  the  wife 
join  in  the  deed.^ 

§  496.  Xature  of  the  Estate  thns  created. — In  this  state  it 
is  said  that  "  the  right  of  homestead  is  a  new  species  of  estate, 
created  by  statute,  and  not  known  to  the  common  law.  But  it 
seems  to  have  all  the  incidents  of  a  freehold  estate,  and  to  come 
within  the  definition  given  by  elementary  writers.*  It  is  an  estate 
indeterminate  in  its  duration,  and  which  may  continue  for  the 
joint  lives  of  the  possessor  and  his  wife.  That  it  is  defeasible 
does  not  change  the  quantity  of  the  estate  while  it  continues.^  In 
another  case  in  the  same  state  it  is  said  to  be  an  estate  for  the 
life  of  the  householder,  and  for  the  additional  term  of  the  con- 
tinuous subsequent  occupation  of  his  widow  or  any  of  his  minor 
children,  secured  to  him  by  law  for  the  common  benefit  of  his 
wife  and  children,  as  well  as  of  himself,  inalienable  without 
their  joint  consent,  and  thus  held  by  a  distinct  title  from  that 
by  which  he  holds  any  surplus  or  reversion  of  the  same  land, 
which  may  be  alienated  by  him  or  taken  in  execution  by  his 
creditors.^    Again,  it  is  said  to  be,  *<  not  an  estate  in  fee  simple, 

1  Stat  1855,  ch.  288,  H  1,  2,  5. 
«  Citing  2  Bla.  Com.  108,  104. 
»  Kerley  v,  Kerley,  18  Allen,  287. 
«  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  82. 
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but  a  limited  estate,  which  may  or  may  not  continue  for  the  life 
of  the  husband  and  wife,  and  for  a  term  of  years  for  their  chil- 
dren ;  but  in  no  event  beyond  that."  ^  It  is  '*  not  a  fee  simple 
estate  in  the  premises  set  off  as  a  homestead.  It  is  only  an  es- 
tate in  the  premises  to  be  held  while  the  husband  is  a  house- 
holder, and  after  his  death  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and 
children,  some  one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead 
until  the  youngest  shall  be  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until 
the  death  or  subsequent  marriage  of  the  widow."  *  It  is  **  a  free- 
hold estate  for  the  life  of  the  husband,  and  for  such  farther  time 
as  the  widow  or  any  minor  child  should  continue  to  occupy  the 
homestead."  * 

§  497.  Xot  an  Exemption  of  the  Fee.  —  But  these  definitions^ 
thus  stated  with  some  repetition,  leave  one  question  unanswered. 
Is  the  estate  thus  created  «*  an  exemption  of  the  parcel  of  land 
embraced  in  the  homestead  from  any  attachment  or  conveyance 
by  the  debtor ;  or  is  it  merely  an  exemption  of  the  homestead 
right — that  is,  the  right  of  the  husband  and  wife  to  use  the  same 
during  their  joint  lives,  and,  in  case  the  wife  should  survive,  for 
her  benefit  and  that  of  her  minor  children  until  the  youngest 
child  is  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until  the  death  or  marriage 
of  the  widow?"*  The  answer  to  these  questions  in  Massachu- 
setts  is  that  it  is  an  exemption  of  the  particular  estate  limited 
and  defined  by  the  statute,  and  not  an  exemption  of  the  fee.^ 

§  498.  Besultinsr  Bnle  — Vendible  by  Husband  withont  Con- 
sent of  Wife.  —  It  is  only  this  limited  estate,  exempted  as  a 
homestead,  which  the  husband  is  forbidden  by  the  statute  to 
convey  unless  the  wife  shall  join  in  the  conveyance.  He  may  by 
his  sole  deed  convey  his  reversionary  interest,  subject,  of  course, 
to  his  wife's  right  of  dower.*    And  a  mortgage  given  by  a  house- 

»  Doyle  V.  Coburn,  6  Allen,  71. 
s  Mass.  Stat.  1857,  ch.  298,  {  2. 
'  Brettun  v.  Fox,  100  Mass.  286. 

*  This,  in  Massachusetts,  is  the  extent  of  the  duration  of  the  homestead  right  Gen. 
Stat,  ch.  104,  i  12. 

*  White  V.  Rice,  5  Allen,  78 ;  Smith  v.  Provin,  4  Allen,  516. 

*  Smith  V,  Provin,  4  Allen,  516 ;  Doyle  v.  Cobum,  6  Allen,  71 ;  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6 
Alien,  408,  404. 
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holder,  but  not  signed  by  his  wife,  containing  full  covenants  of 
warranty,  while  it  will  thus  pass  the  reversion,  will  not  estop  the 
grantor  from  claiming  an  estate  of  homestead  therein.^  And  this 
is  so  even  though  the  wife  join  in  the  deed  for  the  purpose  of 
releasing  her  dower,  if  there  are  no  apt  words  in  the  instrument 
releasing  the  right  of  homestead ;  since  the  provision  of  the 
statute^  that  no  conveyance  '*  shall  be  valid  in  law  to  convey  or 
release  such  homestead,  unless  the  wife  shall  join  in  the  convey- 
ance," means  unless  she  shall  join  for  the  express  pui^ose  of  con- 
veying or  releasing  her  homestead.*  It  also  follows  that  un  action 
to  foreclose  the  husband's  sole  mortgage  of  the  homestead,  treat- 
ing it  as  a  mortgage  of  the  reversion,  is  maintainable.  A  judg- 
ment may  be  given  in  a  writ  of  entry  brought  for  this  purpose, 
and  formal  possession  given,  sufficient  to  bar  the  right  in  equity  to 
redeem  this  mortgage  after  the  expiration  of  three  years.  But 
such  entry  will  be  subject  to  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  homestead 
estate.* 

3,   In  New  Hampshire. 

$  500.  Xature  of  the  Right  iu  this  State  —  Inchoate  Home- 
stead not  assignahie.  —  In  New  Hampshire  it  is  said  that  the 
Homestead  Act  does  not  carve  out  of  the  real  property  occupied 
as  the  family  homestead  by  each  head  of  a  family  an  estate  of 
the  value  of  $500,  (Jistinct  from  the  residue  of  the  property, 
possessing  from  its  inception  the  quality  of  assignability,  either 
separately  or  in  connection  with  the  entire  property,  but  only 
creates,  for  the  mutual  benefit  of  the  husband,  wife,  and  minor 
children,  an  inchoate  right  of  homestead  of  that  value  in  every 
piece  of  real  property,  of  that  or  greater  value,  owned  and  occu- 
pied as  a  family  homestead ;  incapable  of  extinguishment  by  the 
sole  act  of  the  husband  and  father,  except  as  specially  provided 
in  the  act,  contingent  upon  the  occurrence  of  circumstances 
which  may  entitle  the  parties  in  whom  it  vests  to  demand  its 
enforcement;   personal  to  them  until  perfected  by  the  actual 

^  Doyle  V,  Cobum,  supra;  CJonnor  v.  McMurray,  2  AUen,  202;  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6 
AUen,  404. 
a  Mass.  Stat  1867,  ch.  298,  {  6. 
'  Connor  v,  McMurray,  2  Allen,  202. 
*  Doyle  V,  Cobum,  6  Allen,  71. 
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separation  of  the  property  to  which  it  may  be  applied  from  the 
i*esidue  of  the  estate  ;  liable  to  be  waived  or  released  only  by  the 
joint  deed  of  the  husband  and  wife  duly  executed  ;  but  no  more  as- 
signable to  a  third  person  as  an  available  right  in  the  hands  of  an 
assignee,  until  vested  in  some  specific  property,  than  a  married 
woman's  right  of  dower,  in  lands  of  which  her  husband  is  or  may 
be  seized,  can  be  conveyed  or  assigned  as  an  available  right  by 
her  during  the  life-time  of  her  husband.  The  husband  is  at 
liberty,  without  the  co5peration  of  the  wife,  to  mortgage  or  con- 
vey the  whole  of  the  property  in  which  the  homestead  right 
exists,  subject  to  that  right,  precisely  as  he  may  mortgage  or 
convey  it  subject  to  the  right  of  dower ;  the  mortgagee  or  pur- 
chaser, under  such  deed  of  the  husband  alone,  will  hold  the  estate 
liable  to  the  assignment  of  a  homestead  of  the  value  of  $500 
therefrom,  whenever  demanded  by  the  husband  and  wife,  or  per- 
haps by  the  wife  alone,  or,  after  the  husband's  death,  by  the  wife 
or  minor  children,  unless  the  right  thereto  shall  have  been  waived 
or  released  by  the  husband  and  wife  in  the  mode  prescribed  by 
the  statute.^ 

§  501.  niustratlon. — This  doctrine  is  illustrated  by  the  case 
of  Bennett  v.  Cutler,^  in  which  these  facts  appeared :  The  head 
of  a  family  executed  a  mortgage  of  his  homestead  to  secure  a 
debt,  but  his  wife  did  not  join.  Another  creditor  brought  suit 
and  levied  an  attachment  on  the  homestead  premises.  Then  the 
owner  of  the  homestead,  for  a  valuable  consideration,  conveyed 
the  equity  of  redemption,  and  his  wife  joined  in  the  deed.  The 
attaching  creditor  prosecuted  his  suit  to  judgment  and  had  the 
equity  of  redemption  sold  upon  execution.  After  the  convey- 
ance to  the  moitgagee  the  owner  and  his  family  abandoned  the 
premises.  The  court  held  that  the  conveyance  to  the  mortgagee 
of  the  equity  of  redemption  passed  no  title,  because  the  home- 
stead had  not  been  set  out,  and  was,  therefore,  not  assignable ; 
and  that  the  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale  took  the  equity  of 
redemption  freed  by  the  abandonment  of  the  homestead  right. 

§  502.    Husband's  Deed  estops  Husband,  Wife,  and  Children. 

»  Gunnison  v,  Twitchel,  88  N.  H.  72 ;  Atkinson  v,  Atkinson,  37  N.  H.  484. 
«  44  N.  H.  69. 
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— But,  although  the  right  of  homestead  is  not  extinguished  by 
a  deed  given  by  the  husband  without  the  concuiTence  of  the 
wife,  yet  it  is  held  in  the  same  state  that  the  husband  is  estopped 
by  such  a  deed  from  claiming  anything  in  the  granted  premises.^ 
And  not  only  is  the  husband  himself  estopped  by  his  own  deed, 
but  he  cannot  set  up  as  against  his  grantee  or  mortgagee  a  right 
of  homestead  as  existing  in  his  minor  children ;  because  such 
right  is  personal  to  them,  and,  even  if  pleaded  by  them  during  his 
life-time,  would  be  no  bar  to  a  writ  of  entry.  The  right  of  home- 
stead, before  the  same  has  been  set  out  and  assigned,  is  not  such 
an  estate  in  land — such  a  subsisting  legal  title  or  interest — as 
will  bar  a  writ  of  entry,  but  only  an  inchoate  right,  pei*sonal  to 
the  parties  in  whom  it  exists,  and  whose  existence  is  no  legal 
bar  to  such  an  action.  Its  existence  in  a  particular  individual 
gives  him  no  controlling  title  to  the  land,  as  against  the  general 
owner,  any  more  than  the  existence  of  a  possible  right  of  dower 
in  a  wife  before  the  death  of  her  husband  arives  her  such  a  title.' 
Nor  are  the  wife  or  minor  children  entitled,  during  the  life-time 
of  the  husband  and  father,  to  have  a  homestead  assigned  to  them 
against  the  covenants  of  his  deed,  even  where,  after  his  death, 
they  would  have  such  a  right.  **  The  wife,"  says  the  court,  **  is 
in  law  identified  with  her  husband ;  the  father  is  entitled  to  the 
sei'vices,  and  bound  to  maintain  his  minor  children ;  and,  if  the 
wife  or  minor  children  are  entitled  to  a  homestead,  they  are  thus 
entitled  only  as  claiming  under  and  through  the  husband  and 

^  Foss  V.  Strachn,  42  N.  H.  40,  opinion  by  Fowler,  J.  "A  party,"  said  the  court, 
"who  has  executed  a  deed  is  thereby  estopped  from  denying,  not  only  the  deed  itself, 
but  every  fact  it  recites  and  every  covenant  it  contains.  The  defendant,  by  his  deed, 
among  other  things,  covenanted  that  he  had  good  right  and  lawful  authorify  to  con- 
vey the  demanded  premises  to  the  plaintiff ;  he  is,  therefore,  estopped  to  deny  his  title 
to  those  premises,  as  well  as  his  grant  thereof  to  the  plaintiff.  Stow  v.  Wyse,  7  Conn. 
214 ;  Wilkinson  v.  Scott,  17  Mass.  249,  257 ;  Kimball  v.  Blaisdell,  6  N.  H.  638 ; 
Thomdike  v.  Norris,  24  N.  H.  464;  Wark  v,  Willard,  18  N.  H.  889;  Brown  v,  Man- 
ter,  21  N.  H.  628 ;  Jewell  v.  Porter,  81  N.  H.  84 ;  Johnson  v.  Goss,  decided  in  Merri- 
mack Adjourned  Term,  August,  1859,  but  not  reported.  The  grantor  in  a  deed 
with  general  warranty  acknowledging  a  consideration  pud  is  estopped  thereby  from 
showing  a  want  of  title  in  himselfl  Eveleth  v.  Crouch,  16  Mass.  807.  A  mortgageor 
is  estopped  from  denying  that  he  had  title  at  the  time  of  executing  the  same ;  nor  can 
he  set  up  title  in  a  stranger.  Barber  v,  Harris,  16  Wend.  615.  In  a  court  of  law  or 
equity  a  party  cannot  controvert  the  legal  effect  of  his  deed  of  record,  and  a  grantor 
is  estopped  to  deny  the  title  of  his  grantee.  Fennel  v.  Weyant,  2  Harr.  601 ;  Currier 
V.  Earl,  IS  Me.  216 ;  White  v.  Patten,  24  Pick.  824 ;  Blake  v.  Tucker,  12  Yt.  89. 

2  Foss  V.  Strachn,  42  N.  H.  40. 
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father,  by  virtue  of  his  title  to  the  demanded  premises.  But  the 
husband  and  father  is  estopped  by  his  deed  to  claim  anything  in 
the  homestead  premises.  The  geneml  doctrine  in  relation  to 
estoppels  is  well  established  —  that  they  bind,  not  only  the 
party,  but  his  privies,  and  all  who  claim  through  him.  To 
deny  the  homestead  right  to  the  husband  and  father  on  the 
ground  of  estoppel,  and  give  it  to  his  wife  or  minor  children, 
during  his  life-time,  would  practically  make  one  decision  neutral- 
ize the  other,  as  well  as  violate  the  long-settled  doctrine  of 
estoppels."* 

§  503.  But,  after  Hasband's  Death,  Widow  may  have  Assign- 
ment. —  But,  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  widow  is  entitled 
to  demand  an  assignment  of  homestead  in  premises  conveyed  by 
the  sole  deed  of  the  husband,  which  assignment  when  made  will 
vest  in  her  a  conditional  estate  for  life,  its  continuance,  it  is  said, 
depending  upon  the  condition  subsequent  that  she  continue  to 
occupy  it  as  her  homestead.' 

§  504.    Tliis  Right  not  impaired  hy  Abandonment.  —  The 

rights  of  the  widow  are  not  impaired  by  the  fact  that  she  has  been 
compelled  by  ill-treatment  of  the  husband  to  abandon  him  and 
their  homestead  and  sue  for  a  divorce,  and  that  she  was  so  living 
apart  from  him  pending  such  a  suit  at  the  time  of  his  death.  In 
such  a  case  the  court  says  that  the  rights  of  the  wife  **  are  legally 
in  no  respect  different  from  what  they  would  have  been  had  her 
husband  conveyed  the  property  —  as  he  did — while  their  cohabita- 
tion continued,  and  they  had  subsequently  removed  together 
from  the  premises,  and  he  had  afterwards  died.  While  he  lived, 
she  continued  his  wife,  notwithstanding  the  separation ;  and 
upon  his  death  she  became  his  widow,  and,  as  such,  as  fully  and 
completely  entitled  to  all  her  just  rights  as  though  she  had  been 
properly  and  kindly  treated  by  him  while  living.'"  Nor  —  to 
state  the  same  case  as  it  was  presented  on  demurrer  the  second 
time — are  the  homestead  rights  of  the  wife  impaired  by  the  fact 

»  Strachn  v.  Foss,  42  N.  H.  47. 

»  Atkinson  r.  Atkinson,  87  N.  H.  486,  opinion  by  Fowler,  J. ;  a,  c,  40  N.  H.  249. 

>  JWrf.,  87  N.  H.  435. 
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that  she,  of  her  own  wrong  and  without  any  sufficient  cause, 
abandoned  her  husband  and  refused  to  cohabit  with  him,  and 
abandoned  the  occupation  of  the  homestead  premises  from  a 
given  date  until  his  death.^  **  By  the  terms  of  the  statute,"  says 
the  court,  '*  no  conveyance  or  alienation  by  the  husband  alone 
can  operate  as  a  waiver  or  release  of  the  wife's  interest.  Such  a 
conveyance  may  put  a  stranger  in  actual  occupation  of  the  whole 
premises  occupied  as  a  homestead  against  tlie  wishes  and 
utmost  opposition  of  the  wife.  She  is  bound  by  duties  to  her 
husband  which  require  that  she  should  accompany  him  if  he 
chooses  to  change  his  residence.  She  has  no  efiectual  means  of 
opposing  his  wishes  in  that  respect.  He  may,  of  course,  compel 
her  to  leave  the  homestead  he  has  sold,  and,  upon  his  death,  she 
has  no  means  to  recover  possession  but  by  recourse  to  legal  pro- 
ceedings. If  her  ultimate  right  to  a  homestead  would  be  affected 
by  a  removal  thus  forced  upon  her,  the  husband  would  have  the 
power  to  put  an  end  to  her  interest  when  he  pleased,  and  the 
object  of  the  statute  would  be  defeated.  If  it  would  not,  it 
would  seem  that  no  mere  removal  would  operate  as  a  waiver  of 
her  right."  * 

§  505.  Continaed.  —  The  language  of  these  two  opinions 
clearly  implies  that  a  sale  of  the  homestead  by  the  husband 
alone,  and  a  surrender  of  possession  by  him  to  his  grantee,  in 
which  surrender  the  wife  is  compelled  to  acquiesce,  and  the  sub- 
sequent death  of  the  husband  while  he  and  the  family  are  out 
of  possession,  will  not  estop  his  widow  from  claiming  homestead 
in  the  granted  premises,  provided  the  family,  after  thus  aban- 
doning the  homestead  so  conveyed  by  the  husband,  have  not 
acquired  a  new  one.  And  this  was  distinctly  held  in  a  case  de- 
cided as  late  as  1871.*  The  court  held  that  the  fact  that  the 
wife  was  compelled  during  the  husband's  life  to  remove  from 
the  homestead  premises,  which  he  had  moilgaged  without  her 
concurrence,  did  not  deprive  her  of  her  homestead  right  after  his 
death ;  nor  did  the  fact  that,  during  his  life-time,  the  husband 

1  Atkinson  v.  Atkinson,  40  N.  H.  249. 
'  Ibid,,  opinion  by  Bell,  C.  J. 
»  Wood  V.  Lord,  61  N.  H.  448. 
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had  paid  rent  to  the  mortgagee.^  But,  if  the  husband  had  in 
fact  acquired  a  new  homestead  after  surrendering  the  old  one,  the 
widow  could  not  assert  a  homestead  right  in  the  latter.^ 

§  506.  Husband's  Sale  of  Part  of  Homestead  concludes 
Widow.  —  Some  confusion  is  introduced  into  this  line  of  doctrine 
by  a  case'  in  which  the  view  is  expressed  that,  in  order  to  entitle 
the  widow  to  an  assignment  of  homestead  as  against  the  deed  of 
her  husband,  it  must  appear  that  the  premises  were  actually 
occupied  as  the  homestead  of  the  family  at  the  decease  of  the 
husband.  In  this  respect,  the  court  says,  the  right  of  homestead 
differs  from  that  of  dower.  The  right  of  dower  attaches  itself 
to  every  parcel  of  real  estate  to  which  the  husband  may  become 
entitled  during  the  continuance  of  the  marriage  relation,  and  the 
estate  which  may  be  claimed  and  assigned  to  the  wife  may  be  of 
unlimited  .value  ;  but  the  homestead  right  can  be  assigned  only  in 
one  estate,  and  its  value  cannot,  in  any  event,  exceed  the  limit 
prescribed  in  the  statute.  And,  where  there  is  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  no  release  or  waiver  of  the  homestead  shall  be  valid 
unless  made  by  deed  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  yet  it  is 
said  that  the  inchoate  right  of  the  wife  and  minor  children  in  an 
estate  occupied  as  a  homestead  must,  from  the  very  nature  of 
the  case,  cease  with  the  acquisition  of  a  new  homestead,  to  which 
the  exemption  must  afterwards  apply.  And,  on  the  same  prin- 
ciple, it  is  said  that  if  the  husband,  having  a  homestead  of  greater 
value  than  the  statutory  limit,  shall  dispose  of  a  part  of  it,  the 
reduced  estate  may  become  from  that  time  the  homestead,  if  it  is 
occupied  as  such,  and  the  statute  will  cease  to  apply  to  the  part 
80  sold.  And,  on  the  authority  of  Hoitt  v.  Webb,*  it  is  held 
that  the  husband  has  power,  without  consent  of  the  wife,  by  con- 
veying and  surrendering  possession  of  a  portion  of  the  homestead 
premises,  to  totally  extinguish  her  right  as  to  such  portion, 
although  the  remaining  portion,  still  occupied  as  a  homestead,  is 
thereby  reduced  below  the  statutory  limit  of  value ;  so  that,  after 

>  Wood  V.  Lord,  51  N.  H.  464. 

*  Ibid. 

»  Horn  V,  Tufta,  89  N.  H.  478. 

*  86  N.  H.  166.  In  this  case  it  was  held  that  the  fact  that  the  house  and  lot  occupied 
by  the  husband  and  family  was  not  of  the  value  of  $500  does  not  change  the  aspect 
of  the  question.    This  fixes  the  limit  beyond  which  the  amount  exempted  shall  not 
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his  death,  the  wife  can  only  have  hopnestead  set  off  to  her  out  of 
such  diminished  premises.^  And  the  rule  thus  declared  is  held 
to  apply  not  only  to  a  sale  of  a  poi-tion  of  the  homestead,  sepa- 
rated from  the  rest  and  marked  by  certain  limits,  but  also  to  an 
undivided  portion  thereof;  in  which  case  the  wife,  after  the  death 
of  the  husband,  will  only  be  entitled  to  homestead  out  of  what  is 
left  to  her  after  partition  with  the  husband's  gi-antee.' 

§  507.  niustration.  —  Thus,  where  a  father,  without  the 
concurrence  of  his  wife,  deeded  to  their  married  daughter  an 
undivided  half  of  the  homestead  farm,  and  the  latter,  with  her 
husband,  moved  upon  the  same  and  occupied  it  in  common  with 
the  parents  until  the  death  of  the  father,  after  which  there  was 
a  partition  between  the  mother  and  daughter,  it  was  held  that, 
although  the  mother  had  received  dower  out  of  the  whole  farm, 
she  was  only  entitled  to  homestead  out  of  what  remained  to  her 
after  partition.^  The  husband  and  father,  in  the  language  of  the 
court,  had  a  right  to  dispose  of  his  homestead,  or  any  part  of  it ; 
and  if  he  retained,  or  afterwards  acquired,  a  new  homestead,  the 
purchaser  of  the  old  estate  would  hold  it  free  from  the  homestead 
claim.  As  he  could  sell  such  part  of  the  estate,  marked  by  such 
limits  as  he  chose,  so  he  might  sell  any  share  of  the  estate  that 
suited  his  convenience.  What  remained  was  still,  if  he  continued 
to  occupy  it,  his  home  —  the  family  homestead  of  his  family  — 
and  it  was  to  this  reduced  homestead  alone  that  the  statute 
applied.  The  deceased  having,  in  this  case,  conveyed  to  his 
daughter  one  undivided  half  of  what  had  been  his  homestead 
farm,  and  having  continued  to  occupy  the  other  half  as  his  own 
homestead,  the  right  of  his  wife  became  limited  to  that  half,  and 
she  could  claim  no  interest  in  the  part  thus  conveyed,  under  the 
statute  in  question.* 


extend,  but  it  does  not  require  that  the  property  exempted  shall  reach  that  sum,  nor 
that  other  property,  not  occupied  as  a  homestead,  shall  be  taken  to  make  up  the  value. 
If  a  person  chooses  to  occupy  a  homestead  of  less  value  than  $500,  and  to  rent  his 
other  real  estate,  he  has  a  perfect  right  to  do  so,  but  other  property  cannot  be 
exempted. 

1  Horn  ».  Tufts,  89  N.  H.  478,  484,  opinion  by  Bell,  0.  J. 

«  Ibid. 

»  Ibid. 

*  Ibid, 
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4.    In  Vermont. 

§  508.  Terms  of  the  early  Statute.  —  The  early  homestead 
law  of  Vermont  was  couched  in  the  following  language:  *'  The 
homestead  of  every  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  residing  in 
this  state,  to  the  value  of  five  hundred  dollars  —  such  homestead 
consisting  of  a  dwelling-house,  out-buildings,  and  lands  appuite- 
nant,  occupied  by  such  person  as  a  homestead  —  and  the  yearly 
products  thereof,  shall  be  exempt  from  attachment  and  execution 
in  all  cases  where  the  contract  shall  be  made  or  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion shall  accrue  after  the  first  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1850, 
except  as  is  hereinafter  provided/'  ^  ''If  any  such  housekeeper 
or  head  of  a  family  shall  decease,  leaving  a  widow,  his  home- 
stead, of  the  value  aforesaid,  shall  wholly  pass  to  his  widow  and 
children,  if  any  there  be,  in  due  course  of  descent,  without  being 
subject  to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  unless  made 
specially  chargeable  thereon,  or  for  taxes  assessed  thereon  ;  and 
the  Probate  Court  shall  appoint  three  commissioners,  if  neces- 
sary, to  set  out  to  such  widow,  or  to  such  widow  and  children, 
such  homestead."  *  "  Such  homestead  shall  not  be  alienated  or 
mortgaged  by  the  owner  thereof,  if  a  married  man,  except  by  the 
joint  deed  of  such  husband  and  wife,  executed  and  acknowledged 
in  the  manner  provided  for  the  conveyance  of  the  lands  of  mar- 
ried women  ;  provided,  however,  that  such  husband  may,  without 
the  consent  of  his  wife,  mortgage  such  homestead,  at  the  time  of 
the  purchase  thereof,  for  the  payment  of  the  purchase-money." 
'*  Such  homestead  shall  be  subject  to  attachment  and  execution 
upon  any  contract  that  may  be  made,  and  for  all  matters  and 
causes  of  action  which  may  accrue  previous  to,  or  at  the  time  of, 
the  purchase  of  such  homestead." ' 

§  509.  Xatore  of  tbe  Bight  thus  conferred.  —  It  is  said  that 
the  homestead  right  conferred  by  this  statute  "  is  a  right  to  be 
set  out  of  the  estate  of  the  husband  or  head  of  the  family,  and 
is  treated  as  an  exemption  of  so  much  of  his  estate  as  is  included 
within  it,'  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  minor  children,  after 

>  Stat  Vt.  1849,  No.  20,  }  1 ;  Comp.  Stat.  1850,  p.  890,  }  1. 
«  IHd.,  i  4. 
»  Ibid.,  i  5. 
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his  decease.  It  does  not  become  a  fixed  and  a  definite  estate  in 
the  land  until  it  is  ascertained  and  set  out.  Before  it  is  ascer- 
tained and  set  out  it  is  nothing  more  than  a  contingent  or  inchoate 
right  —  a  conditional  lien  or  incumbrance  —  upon  the  title  or 
estate  of  the  husband  in  favor  of  his  wife  and  minor  children."  ^ 

1  McClaiy  v.  Bixby,  86  Yt  260;  Howe  v.  Adams,  28  Yt  641;  Davis  v.  Andrews, 
80  Yt  678 ;  Jewett  v.  Brock,  82  Yt  65.  In  Howe  v,  Adams  the  nature  of  the  estate 
or  privilege  thus  created  received  a  very  clear  and  satisfactory  discussion.  "The 
homestead  law,"  said  the  eminent  judge  who  delivered  the  opinion,  "  does  not  vest  any 
title  in  the  wife  of  the  householder  as  to  the  homestead.  It  is  at  most  but  a  negative 
which  she  has  upon  the  conveyance.  The  consent  by  deed  is  indispensable  to  the  fiiU 
effect  of  the  conveyance.  This  must  be  by  deed  jointly  with  her  husband.  When 
that  is  obtained,  the  conveyance  becomes  effectual  from  the  first  It  is  much  like  a 
right  of  dower  at  common  law,  which  the  wife  could  only  bar  by  joining  in  the  con- 
veyance in  a  prescribed  form.  But  she  had  no  existing  title,  and  the  conveyance  of 
the  husband  was  good  as  to  ever3^hing  but  the  contingent  right  of  the  wife.  And 
this  right  of  dower  she  could  not  convey  to  any  one  but  the  grantee,  unless  she  sur- 
yived  her  husband,  or  until  after  his  death.  And  if,  subsequent  to  the  deed  of  the 
husband,  she  joined  in  barring  her  dower,  the  deed  of  the  husband  thus  becomes 
effectual  as  fW>m  the  beginning.  Now,  this  homestead  interest  being  an  incumbrance 
upon  the  title  for  the  purpose  of  effecting  a  particular  object — the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  the  family  in  its  home — whenever  the  purpose  of  the  statute  is  effected  in 
any  other  mode,  as  by  the  husband  procuring  another  homestead,  this  incumbrance, 
or  obstruction,  to  the  full  operation  of  the  former  conveyance,  ceases  without  any 
release  of  the  wife.  This  shows  very  clearly  that  no  other  person  ought  to  be  allowed 
to  assert  this  right  of  the  wife,  either  in  her  behalf  or,  as  in  the  present  case,  for  their 
0¥m  purposes.  I  take  it  to  be  too  obvious  to  require  argument  that  one  family  can- 
not have  more  than  one  homestead  at  the  same  time ;  and  that  when  a  new  home- 
stead is  obtained  the  former  one  ceases.  It  is,  then,  a  sort  of  lien  or  mortgage  upon 
the  estate  of  the  husband  in  favor  of  his  wife,  and  nothing  more ;  and  when  another 
one  is  obtained  it  operates  as  an  extinguishment  or  release.  Now,  it  is  well  settled 
that  an  interest  of  this  kind  in  land  is  not  the  subject  of  a  levy  even  in  favor  of  the 
creditors  of  the  mortgageor,  or  person  in  whose  power  the  lien  exists,  much  less  of 
any  other  one.  The  reason  is  that  it  is  not  a  fixed,  definite  estate  in  the  land,  capable 
of  appraisal  and  separation  to  the  creditor  in  the  execution,  but  is  constantly  liable  to 
variation,  and  to  be  defeated  altogether  by  matters  not  of  record,  or  by  deed,  but  rest- 
ing altogether  in  oral  evidence.  So,  in  the  present  case,  all  the  grantor  had  to  do  to 
render  his  deed  of  the  10th  of  February  effectual  was  to  procure  another  homestead. 
It  then  becomes  effectual  in  spite  of  every  one.  But  suppose  he  does  this  while  the 
levy  is  progressing,  or  the  day  after  the  levy —  is  not  the  lien  removed  as  effectually  as  if 
it  were  done  the  day  before?  It  seems  to  me  absurd  to  treat  this  mere  lien  of  the 
wife  as  a  definite  estate  which  may  be  attached  or  levied  upon  by  the  husband's  credit- 
ors. It  has  been  compared  to  her  right  of  dower  at  common  law,  but  it  is  really  it  - 
ferior  to  that  in  one  sense,  inasmuch  as  it  is  not  in  the  power  of  the  husband  to 
extinguish  that  right,  while  he  may  extinguish  this  at  any  moment,  if  he  choose. 
And,  like  the  right  of  dower  at  common  law,  this  also  becomes  a  fixed  estate  in  the 
wife  and  family  after  the  decease  of  the  husband.  There  is,  too,  one  contingency  in 
regard  to  the  homestead  interest,  where  it  exists  in  gross  after  it  is  set  out  by  a  cred- 
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The  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  homestead  premises  is  said  to  re- 
semble dower  at  common  law.  The  exclusive  right  of  control, 
occupancy,  and  possession  remains  in  the  husband,  and  all  the 
benefits  belong  to  him,  and  may  be  disposed  of  by  him  at  his 
pleasure  during  the  coverture.  He  may  convey  the  possession 
during  his  life-time  to  a  third  party,  and  the  wife  cannot  assert 
her  right  until  after  his  death.^  Therefore,  a  mortgage  of  the 
homestead  which  contained  the  expression,  *•  saving  always  the 
homestead  exemption  in  the  same,"  has  been  held  to  reserve  only 
the  contingent  right  of  homestead  which  the  wife,  after  the  death 
of  her  husband,  might  set  up  in  the  premises  conveyed,  and  not 
to  reserve  any  portion  of  the  premises  to  the  husband.^  A  con- 
veyance by  the  husband  alone  vested  in  the  grantee  a  title  supe- 
rior to  that  of  a  creditor  subsequently  levying,  whose  demand 
accrued  before  the  taking  effect  of  the  homestead  law,  and,  hence, 
was  superior  to  the  right  of  homestead.* 

§  510.  Terms  of  the  later  Statute.  —  Since  these  early  de- 
cisions touching  the  homestead  right  in  Vermont,*  the  statute  of 
that  state  relating  to  conveyances  of  the  homestead  has  been  ma- 

itor  levying  upon  the  other  portion  of  the  estate :  for  if,  after  this,  the  husband  do 
obtain  another  homestead,  any  ofi^  his  creditors  may  doubtless  levy  upon  his  former 
homestead,  not  as  a  homestead,  but  as  land  belonging  to  the  husband,  by  setting  out 
another  homestead,  if  the  land  is  still  connected.  The  statute  in  regard  to  the  home- 
stead requires  that  it  should  be  occupied  as  such,  or  seems  to  require  that,  in  order 
to  its  creation,  or,  possibly,  even  continuance.  And,  if  so,  it  is  not  very  obvious  how 
this  provision  of  the  statute  can  be  dispensed  with.  It  seems  very  obviously  not  to 
have  been  the  purpose  of  the  Legislature  to  give  even  a  married  man  a  homestead 
interest  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  family  as  against  his  creditors,  unless  he  were 
a  householder  and  occupied  it  as  a  homestead  in  the  first  instance ;  for  the  terms  of 
the  act  are  very  specific — 'occupied  by  such  person  as  a  homestead,  and  the  yearly 
products  thereof  shall  be  exempt  from  attachment  and  execution '  —  and  how  the 
interest  can  be  continued  without  occupation,  some  have  questioned.  If  the  debtor 
choose  to  board,  or  to  reside  in  a  hired  house,  or  for  any  other  reason  does  not  choose 
to  occupy  the  homestead,  and  permanently  breaks  up  his  occupancy,  it  is  supposed 
by  some  that  the  interest  ceases.  But  I  do  not  profess  myself  prepared  to  adopt  this 
latter  view  at  present;  of  the  former  views  we  entertain  no  doubt."  Howe  v.  Adams, 
28  Vt.  644,  opinion  by  Eedfield,  C.  J. 

»  Howe  V.  Adams,  28  Vt  541 ;  Davis  v.  Andrews,  30  Vt  678;  Jewetf  v.  Brock,  82 
Vt  66. 

*  Jewett  V,  Brock,  8upra, 
'  Howe  V.  Adams,  supra, 

*  Howe  V.  Adams,  supra;  Davis  v.  Andrews,  supra;  Jewett  v.  Brock,  supra, 
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terially  changed,  so  that  it  now  reads  as  follows:  **No  home- 
stead, nor  any  interest  therein,  shall  be  conveyed  by  the  owner 
thereof,  if  a  married  man,  except  by  way  of  mortgage  for  the 
purchase-money  thereof,  given  at  the  time  of  such  purchase, 
unless  the  wife  of  such  married  man  joins  in  the  execution  and 
acknowledgment  of  such  conveyance,  as  in  case  of  the  convey- 
ance of  lands  of  married  women ;  and  every  conveyance  thereof 
not  so  made  and  acknowledged,  or  of  any  interest  therein,  shall 
be  wholly  inoperative  so  far  only  as  shall  relate  to  the  home- 
stead provided  for  in  this  chapter."  * 

§  511 .   Effect  of  this  Statute  —  Husband's  sole  Deed  void.  — 

Since  this  statute,  a  deed  or  mortgage  of  the  homestead,  in 
which  the  wife  does  not  join,  is  held  absolutely  void.  The  hus- 
band has  no  capacity  to  make  such  a  deed,  and  the  title  to  the 
estate  remains  as  if  no  deed  were  executed.  Such  a  deed  being 
absolutely  void,  the  grantor  therein  is  not  estopped  by  it  from 
setting  up  a  homestead  interest  in  the  premises  conveyed  ;*  since 
it  is  an  essential  element  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  deed 
that  the  deed  itself  which  is  claimed  to  work  the  estoppel  should 
be  a  valid  instrument.'  Thus,  where  the  husband,  without  the 
joining  of  the  wife,  executed  a  mortgage  on  the  homestead,  and 
the  mortgagee  assigned  it  to  another,  and  the  assignee  obtained 
a  decree  of  foreclosure,  and  thereafter  a  writ  of  possession,  it  was 
held  that  the  husband  might  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  arrest 
the  threatened  dispossession,  and  that  his  wife  and  children  were 
properly  joined  with  him  as  parties  to  the  bill.* 

5.    In  California. 

§  513.    The  Homestead  au  £state  of  Joint  Tenancy. — The 

conflict  on  this  subject  in  the  California  cases  cannot  be  understood 
without  digressing  sufficiently  to  state  the  doctrine  of  joint  tenancy 
with  reference  to  the  homestead  estate  which  early  obtained  in 
that  state,  and  was  then  denied,  and  finally  reenacted  by  statute. 

>  Gen.  Stat  Vt  1868,  p.  457,  {  10. 
«  AbeU  V.  Lathrop,  47  Vt  376,  880. 

*  Ibid, ;  Chandler  v.  Ford,  8  Ad.  &  B.  649 ;  Housatonlc  Bank  v.  Martin,  1  Mete. 
294 ;  Big.  on  Estop.  288,  598. 

*  AbeU  V,  Lathrop,  supra, 
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The  Supreme  Court  of  California  in  an  early  case  said  that  *'as 
soon  as  a  place,  by  the  occupancy  in  good  faith  of  the  family 
acquires  the  character  of  a  homestead,  the  nature  of  the  estate 
becomes  changed,  without  reference  to  the  manner  in  which*  the 
title  to  the  property  originated,  whether  it  was  the  separate 
estate  of  either  husband  or  wife,  or  the  common  property  of 
both.  It  is  turned  into  a  sort  of  joint  tenancy,  with  the  right  of 
sui-vivorship,  at  least  as  between  husband  and  wife,  and  this 
estate  cannot  be  altered  or  destroyed,  except  by  the  concurrence 
of  both  in  the  manner  provided  by  law.*  This  view  was  reiter- 
ated in  several  subsequent  cases.'  The  consequences  which 
flowed  from  this  principle  will  be  fully  stated  under  the  proper 
heads,'  but  will  be  briefly  mentioned  here.  It  prevented  a  con- 
veyance of  the  homestead,  void  under  the  statute  because  the 
wife  did  not  join,  from  becoming  validated  by  a  subsequent 
removal  from  the  premises  by  the  husband  and  wife.*  It  aftected 
the  statute  of  descents  in  so  far  that,  on  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band, the  widow  took  the  homestead  by  survivorship,  and  it  was 
not  distributable  as  common  property ;  *  and  it  did  not  constitute 
any  portion  of  the  assets  of  the  deceased  husband  subject  to 
administration.* 

§  514.  This  Doctrine  denied  in  later  Cases.  —  Thus  stood 
the  law  in  California  until  1859,  when  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  declared  that  the  doctrine  of  Taylor  v.  Hargous,  as  to  the 
joint  estate  of  husband  and  wife  in  the  homestead  with  the  right 
of  survivorship,  had  never  met  the  approbation  of  the  profession, 
and  was  not  warranted  by  any  language  of  the  Constitution  or 
the  statute.  **  There  is  nothing,"  said  the  court,  *'  in  the  nature 
of  the  homestead  right  or  privilege  which  justifies  its  designation 
as  such  an  estate.  The  right  or  privilege  has  no  single  feature 
resembling  a  joint  tenancy.     The  estate  rests  where  it  existed 

^  Taylor  v,  Hargous,  4  Cal.  278,  opinion  by  Hevdcnfeldt,  J. 
«  Poole  V,  Garrard,  6  Cal.  71 ;  Reyalk  t^.  Kramer,  8  Cal.  66,  78 ;  Buchanan's  Estate, 
8  Cal.  607,  509;  Tompkins'  Estate,  12  Cal.  114, 126. 

•  Infra,  {}  617,  518;  post,  J  691. 

•  Talyor  r.  Hargous,  4  Cal.  268. 
s  Buchanan's  Estate,  8  Cal.  507. 

•  Tompkins'  Estate,  12  Cal.  114,  125. 
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before  the  premises  were  appropriated  as  a  homestead.  The 
appropriation  of  them  confers  a  right  upon  the  wife  to  insist  that 
their  character  as  a  homestead  shall  continue  until  she  consents 
to  the  alienation,  or  another  homestead  is  provided,  or  they  are 
otherwise  abandoned.  The  wife,  if  surviving  her  husband,  takes 
the  homestead,  not  by  virtue  of  any  right  of  survivorship  arising 
from  the  alleged  joint  tenancy,  but  as  property  set  apart  by  law 
from  her  husband's  estate  for  her  benefit  and  that  of  his  children, 
if  there  be  any,  in  the  same  way  other  property  exempt  from 
forced  sale  is  set  apart  to  her."  ^ 

§  515.  But  reeuiacted  by  Statute.  —  The  first  Legislature 
which  met  in  California  after  the  decision  of  the  two  cases  last 
named,  reenacted  the  rule  of  the  former  decisions  by  a  statute 
which  declared  that,  *'  from  and  after  the  filing  of  the  record  of  the 
said  declaration  [of  homestead],  the  husband  and  wife  shall  be 
deemed  to  hold  said  homestead  as  joint  tenants  ;  and  all  homesteads 
heretofore  appropriated  and  acquired  by  husband  and  wife,  under 
the  act  to  which  this  is  amendatory,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  held  by 
snch  husband  and  wife  in  joint  tenancy."*  The  4th  section  of 
the  same  statute  provided  that  **  the  homestead  ♦  ♦  ♦  shall, 
upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife,  be  set  apart  by  the 
Probate  Court  for  the  benefit  of  the  surviving  husband  or  wife 
and  his  own  legitimate  childi'en."'  But  in  1862  this  statute 
was  so  amended  as  to  provide  that  '*the  homestead  property 
*  *  *  shall,  upon  the  death  of  either  the  husband  or  wife, 
vest  absolutely  in  the  survivor,  and  be  held  by  the  survivor  as 
fully  and  amply  as  the  same  was  held  by  them,  or  either  of  them, 
immediately  i^receding  the  death  of  the  deceased."* 

^  Gee  V.  Moore,  14  Oal.  472,  477,  opinion  by  Field,  0.  J. ;  reaffirmed  in  Guiod  v. 
Guiod,  14  Cal.  506,  in  Bowman  v.  Norton,  16  Cal.  218,  and  in  Brennan  v,  Wallace,  25 
Cal.  114. 

3  Stat  Cal.  1860,  p.  811,  {  1 ;  HittelFs  Gen.  Laws  Cal.,  {  8641.  This  statute  has 
been  reenacted  in  Nevada  and  Idaho.  Comp.  Laws  Key.,  ed.  of  1878,  pp.  60,  61 ; 
Stat.  1865,  p.  225;  Gen.  Laws  Idaho  1864-5,  p.  575. 

»  Ibid, 

*  Stat.  Cal.  1862,  p.  519,  }  2.  The  corresponding  provision  of  the  present  Civil  Code, 
enacted  March  21,  1872,  is  as  follows:  "From  and  after  the  time  the  declaration  is 
filed  for  record  the  land  therein  described  is  a  homestead ;  and,  if  the  declaration  was 
made  bv  a  married  person,  the  land  is  thereafter  by  the  spouses  held  in  Joint  tenancy, 
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§  516.  Subsequent  Views  of  the  Court.  —  In  1868  the  Cali- 
fornia court  again  bestowed  upon  the  question  an  ehiborate 
consideration,  in  the  course  of  which  it  was  said :  **  There  is  no 
occasion  to  discuss  at  large  the  question  as  to  whether  the  estate 
of  the  husband  and  wife  is  exactly  the  same  in  all  respects,  and 
with  all  the  incidents  of  a  joint  tenancy,  in  the  technical  sense  of 
the  term,  as  used  in  the  common  law,  or  whether  the  term 
*  joint  tenancy'  is  the  best  that  could  be  chosen  to  express  the 
intention  of  the  legislators.  But  we  do  not  perceive  why  the 
character  of  the  right,  as  defined,  does  not  substantially  approach 
very  near  a  joint  tenancy,  although  not  created  in  precisely  the 
same  way,  even  if  not  a  technical  joint  tenancy  at  common  law. 
In  the  homestead  estate,  most  of  the  unities  of  the  joint  tenancy 
are  found  ;  for  it  is  created  by  the  same  instrument  and  at  the  same 
time.  The  homestead  right  and  the  joint  interests  are  created  by 
the  executing,  acknowledging,  and  recording  of  the  declaration. 
The  new  character  of  the  estate,  with  its  new  incidents,  commences 
at  that  moment,  and  the  new  rights  vest  in  both  parties  at  the  same 
time.  So  far  as  the  homestead  right  is  concerned,  *  they  have  one 
and  the  same  interest,  accruing  by  one  and  the  same  conveyance 
(or  act),  commencing  at  one  and  the  same  time,  and  held  by  one 
and  the  same  undivided  possession.'  If  the  husband  controls  the 
property  during  the  coverture,  it  is  not  because  he  has  a  greater, 
more  valuable,  or  different  interest  in  the  homestead  from  that  of 
the  wife,  but  because  the  law  has  made  him  the  head  of  the 
household  and  devolved  upon  him  the  duty  of  management,  not 
for  his  own  interest  merely,  but  for  the  joint  benefit  of  both. 
And  since  the  amendment  of  1862,  the  right  of  survivorship, 
the  grand  incident  of  joint  tenancy,  is  added.  The  main 
substantial  difference  now  seems  to  be  the  want  of  power  in  one 
of  the  parties  to  sever  the  tenancy,  or  convey  at  all,  without  the 
concurrence  of  the  other  in  the  mode  prescribed.  But,  however 
this  may  be,  there  is  a  joint  interest  in  the  homestead  —  a  joint 
holding,  if  not  a  technical  joint  tenancy.  The  Legislature  did 
not  adopt  the  provision  that  the  <  husband  and  wife  shall  be 

and  on  the  death  of  either  of  the  spouses,  and  subject  to  no  other  liability  than  such 
as  exists,  or  has  been  created  under  the  proyisions  of  this  title,  it  descends  to,  and  the 
title  at  once  vests  in,  the  survivor.''    GaL  Civil  Code,  2  l^^^* 
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deemed  to  hold  the  homestead  as  joint  tenants'  without  some 
object,  and  the  term  'joint  tenants'  was  used  as  best  adapted  to 
express  that  object.  They  did  not  intend  to  use  a  meaningless 
phrase  to  be  attended  by  no  consequences."  * 

§  517.  The  resultingr  Doctrine.  —  The  resulting  doctrine  of 
the  California  court  is  that  '*  there  is  a  joint  estate  or  interest 
in  the  homestead  vested  in  the  husband  and  wife,  which  can  only 
be  divested  by  the  concurrent  act  of  the  husband  and  wife,  so 
long  as  she  continues  a  resident  of  the  state,  and  that  this  in- 
terest can  no  more  be  affected  without  her  concurrence  in  the 
mode  prescribed,  than  the  ordinary  estates  in  the  land  of  others 
without  the  concurrence  of  the  parties  holding  them."  The 
husband  cannot,  therefore,  by  his  act  alone,  extend  the  time  for 
commencing  an  action  under  the  statute  of  limitations.  Accord- 
ingly, the  execution  of  a  new  note  and  mortgage  by  the  husband 
alone,  in  place  of  a  prior  mortgage  given  on  the  homestead  be- 
fore the  declaration  of  homestead  was  filed,  did  not  continue  the 
old  mortgage  in  life  beyond  the  time  when  it  would  otherwise 
have  been  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  By  the  terms  of 
the  statute  ^  the  subsequent  mortgage  was  '*  not  valid  or  effectual 
for  any  purpose  whatever ;  "  and  the  statute  means  what  it  says.* 

§  518.  Sale  of  Reversion  after  Termination  of  Homestead 
Estate.  —  But  there  is  good  authority  for  holding  that  the  word 
void  used  in  a  statute,  even  when  strengthened  by  an  adverb, 
may  be  understood  as  meaning  voidable  merely.  The  books  ex- 
hibit frequent  decisions  thus  limiting  the  meaning  of  this  word. 
Such  decisions,  said  Parker,  C.  J.,  '*  are  founded  in  good  sense 
and  reason,  and  confonn  to  the  intentions  of  the  Legislature  in 
their  use  of  the  term."*  Thus,  by  a  statute  of  Massachusetts 
of  1783,  all  mortgages  on  usurious  considerations  were  declared 
to  be  utterly  void;  and  yet  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of  that 
state  held  that  such  a  mortgage  was  void  only  as  against  the 
estate  of  the  mortgageor,  and  those  who  might  lawfully  hold  the 

1  Barber  v.  Babel,  86  Cal.  16,  opinion  by  Sawyer,  0.  J. 
«  Cal.  Act  1862,  p.  519,  2  1. 
•  Barber  v.  Babel,  86  Gal.  11. 
«  Smith  V.  Saxton,  6  Pick.  486. 
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estate  under  him,  and  that  a  purchaser  of  a  mere  equity  of  re- 
demption could  not  avoid  the  mortgage  for  usury.*  Quoting  these 
decisions,  and  applying  this  principle  of  construction,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  California,  in  the  leading  case  in  which  it  denied  that 
the  homestead  was  an  estate  of  joint  tenancy,  announced  the 
principle  —  which,  perhaps,  none  of  the  cases  deny  —  that  the 
husband's  absolute  power  of  alienation  is  only  restrained  so  far 
as  may  be  necessary  for  the  protection  of  the  homestead,  and  no 
further ;  but  deduced  therefrom  the  conclusion  that  the  husband's 
sole  deed  of  his  family  homestead  psisses  the  title  subject  to  the 
right  of  himself  and  wife  to  enjoy  and  use  the  premises  as  their 
homestead  until  another  homestead  should  be  acquired,  or  until 
their  character  as  such  homestead  was  otherwise  gone.*  A  sub- 
sequent case  strengthened  this  doctrine  by  holding  that,  where 
the  husband  had  aliened  the  homestead  without  the  wife's  consent, 
and  surrendered  possession  of  it  to  his  alienee,  the  wife  could  not 
maintain  a  suit  for  it  in  her  own  name,  her  husband  not  con- 
senting thereto  ;  the  court  broadly  announcing  the  doctrine  that 
the  wife  has  no  interest  in  the  homestead  which  she  can  enforce 
against  her  husband's  consent.'  Another  important  result  of  this 
doctrine  was  that,  where  the  husband  had  aliened  the  familv 
homestead  by  his  sole  deed,  he  retained  no  interest  therein  such 
as  he  could  afterwards  convey  by  deed  absolute  to  another  party ; 
he  retained  only  the  homestead  immunity  —  a  mere  exemption 
from  dispossession  —  and  this,  as  elsewhere  seen,  is  not  such  an 
interest  in  land  as  is  capable  of  alienation.^  An  alienation  of  the 
homestead,  then,  by  the  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife,  after  it 
had  been  previously  aliened  to  a  different  party  by  the  husband's 
sole  deed,  was  operative  only  as  a  general  abandonment  of  the 
homestead  ;  it  offered  possession  to  the  person  having  the  prior 
right.  If  the  first  deed  was  a  mortgage,  the  mortgageor's  residu- 
ary interest  would  pass  to  the  second  grantee  subject  thereto.* 

^  Green  v.  Kemp,  18  Mass.  616. 

>  Gee  V.  Moore,  14  Cal.  476 ;  foUowed  in  McQuade  v.  VThaley,  81  GaL  688 ;  recog- 
nized in  Brooks  v,  Hyde,  87  Cal.  878-4. 
s  Guiod  V.  Guiod,  14  Gal.  606. 
*  Supra,  i  462. 
ft  Bowman  v,  Norton,  16  Cal.  219. 
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Nor  was  such  a  mortgage  impaired  by  act  of  a  court  of  insolvency 
in  setting  apart  to  the  moi*tgageor  the  mortgaged  premises  as  his 
homestead,  under  an  insolvent  law  which  expressly  preserved 
hona-fide  mortgages  and  liens.^  Another  application  of  this  doc- 
trine was  that,  if  a  husband  and  wife  acquired  a  homestead  under 
the"  act  of  1851,  and  the  husband  alone  executed  a  conveyance  of 
the  property,  and  then  died  before  the  time  expired  for  makn)g 
and  recoivling  a  declaration-,  as  required  by  the  acts  of  1860  and 
1861,*  and  no  such  declaration  was  made  and  recorded  by  his 
widow,  upon  the  expiration  of  the  prescribed  time  in  the  latter 
act  for  making  the  same,  the  grantee  became  entitled  to  pos- 
session.' 

6,   In  Georgic^ 

§  520.    Dedication    of    the   Homestead   in   Geor^ria*  —  The 

Georgia  statute  of  homestead  reads  as  follows :  **  Each  head  of 
a  family,  or  guardian  or  trustee  of  a  family  of  minor  children, 
shall  be  entitled  to  a  homestead  of  realty  to  the  value  of  two 
thousand  dollars  in  specie,  and  personal  property  to  the  value  of 
one  thousand  dollars  in  specie,  both  to  be  valued  at  the  time 
they  are  set  apart ;  and  no  court  or  ministerial  officer  in  this 
state  shall  ever  have  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  enforce  any 
judgment,  decree,  or  execution  against  said  property  so  set  apart, 
including  such  improvements  as  may  be  made  thereon  from  time 
to  time,  except  for  taxes,  money  borrowed  and  expended  in  the 
improvement  of  the  homestead,  or  for  the  purchase-money  of  the 
same  and  for  labor  done  thereon,  or  material  furnished  therefor, 
or  removal  of  incumbrances  thereon ;  provided  the  same  shall 
have  been  set  apart  and  valued  as  provided  in  this  article."* 
Succeeding  sections  point  out  the  manner  in  which  the  homestead 
may  be  set  apart  to  a  debtor  or  to  his  wife  and  family,  which  is 
done  by  a  proceeding  before  the  judge  of  probate,  called  in  that 
state  the  ordinary.  In  that  state,  then,  land  is  dedicated  to  the 
purposes  of  a  homestead,  neither  by  a  declaration  of  record  nor 

1  Bowman  v.  Norton,  16  Gal.  219. 
3  Ante,  I  234. 

»  McQuade  v,  Whaley,  81  Cal.  626. 
«  Code  Ga.  1S78,  {  2002. 
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by  visible  occupancy,  as  in  other  states ;  but  in  the  third  manner, 
pointed  out  in  a  former  chapter  ^  —  by  a  proceeding  in  a  court  of 
justice.     Until  dedicated  in  this  manner,  there  is  no  homestead 
in  Georgia,  but  only  an  inchoate  right  of  homestead. 

§  521.    Restraint  upon  Power  to  sell  and  incumber. — The 

following  badly  drawn  section  expresses  the  extent  to  which  the 
power  to  alien  or  incumber  has  been  restrained  in  Georgia: 
''  Said  property,  so  set  apart,  cannot  be  incumbered  or  alienated 
by  the  husband  ;  but,  if  the  same  be  sold  or  incumbered  by  him 
and  his  wife  jointly  (in  the  case  of  husband  and  wife),  or  if  they, 
with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary  for  the  time  being  indorsed 
on  the  incumbrance  or  deed,  said  incumbrance  or  deed  shall  be  as 
valid  as  if  said  property  had  never  been  so  set  apart.'*  ^  It  has 
been  held  that,  in  so  far  as  this  statute  authorizes  a  sale  or  in- 
cumbrance of  the  homestead  for  purposes  other  than  those  speci- 
fied in  the  constitutional  provision  creating  the  homestead  ex- 
emption,* it  is  in  conflict  therewith,  and  void.  After  the  home- 
band  has  been  selected  it  cannot,  therefore,  be  sold  by  the  hus- 
stead  and  wife,  with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary,  to  raise  money 
to  enable  the  husband  to  go  into  business.  Possibly  the  Legis- 
lature might  authorize  a  sale  for  reinvestment  in  another 
homestead.^ 

§  522.  Nature  of  the  Ordinary's  Function  —  Wben  incom- 
petent. —  This  duty  of  the  ordinary  is  said  to  be  '*  an  important 
function  which  he  is  required  to  perform,  in  the  exercise  of  his 
judgment,  as  a  judicial  officer ;  and  he  ought  to  be  satisfied,  in 
all  cases,  that  the  wife's  consent  is  freely  and  voluntarily  given, 
and  that  the  sale  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  wife  and  children.'* 
The  ordinary  ought  not  to  approve  a  sale  of  the  homestead  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  preexisting  debts  of  the  husband,  if  such  debts 
do  not  take  precedence  of  the  homestead.^    A  statute  of  Georgia 

1  AnU,  \  280. 

s  Code  Qa.  1878,  {  2026. 

*  Const  Gha.  1868,  art  7,  }  1.    The  language  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  statute 
quoted  in  {  520. 

*  Roberts  v.  Trammell,  65  Ga.  388. 

*  Buinside  v.  Teny,  45  Ga.  680. 
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provides  that  **no  judge  or  justice  of  any  court,  no  ordinary, 
justice  of  the  peace,  nor  presiding  officer  of  any  inferior  judica- 
ture or  commission,  can  sit  in  any  cause  or  proceeding  in  which 
he  is  personally  interested,  or  I'elated  to  either  party  within  the 
fourth  degree  of  consanguinity  or  affinity."  The  approval  by 
the  ordinary  of  a  conveyance  by  husband  and  wife  of  their  home- 
stead is  a  *' proceeding"  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute. 
Where,  therefore,  the  grantee  in  such  a  conveyance  was  brother 
to  the  ordinary  who  approved  it,  it  was  void.^ 

§  523.  Effect  of  this  Restriction.  —  Under  the  latter  statute  it 
has  been  held  that  the  husband  cannot,  by  an  incumbrance  of  any 
kind,  defeat  the  rights  of  his  wife  in  exempt  property,  even  to 
enable  him  to  keep  out  of  jail.  Thus,  a  married  man  was  aiTested 
on  a  charge  of  larceny  and  carried  to  the  jail  of  another  county 
for  safe-keeping.  In  order  to  induce  a  third  person  to  become 
his  bail  he  executed  to  him  a  mortgage  of  his  growing  crop. 
This,  it  was  held,  did  not  deprive  the  family  of  such  portion  of  it 
as  was  exempt  under  the  statute ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  a 
receiver  be  appointed  to  gather  the  crop,  appropriating  to  the 
family  their  exemption,  and  the  remainder  to  the  assignees  of 
the  moitgage.'  In  consequence  of  these  restrictions  the  husband 
cannot,  without  the  consent  of  the  wife  and  the  approval  of  the 
ordinary,  release  an  interest  in  the  homestead  in  the  nature  of  an 
equity  of  redemption.  Thus,  where  A  was  indebted  to  B,  and, 
to  secure  him  for  the  debt  due  and  for  a  further  advance  of 
money,  A  and  his  wife,  with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary,  con- 
veyed the  homestead,  which  had  been  set  apart  for  the  benefit  of 
the  family,  to  the  creditor,  B,  who  took  the  notes  of  A  for  the 
debt  and  executed  a  bond  to  make  title  to  him  for  the  same  land 
upon  the  payment  of  these  notes,  the  court  held  that  the  whole 
transaction  constituted  nothing  more  than  a  mortgage,  and  that 
the  rights  of  the  beneficiaries  of  the  homestead  could  be  set  up 
by  the  husband  in  an  action  against  him  by  the  creditor  to  recover 
the  land ;  and,  further,  that  an  agreement  between  the  husband 
and  the  creditor,  without  the  consent  of  the  wife  or  approval  of  the 

1  Burnside  v.  Terry,  46  GtL  680. 
*  Simpson  v.  Robert,  86  GhL  180. 
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ordinary,  to  cancel  the  bond  and  the  notes  did  not  deprive  the 
wife  and  children  of  their  rights.* 

§  524.   Absolute  Conveyance  and  Bond  to  reconvey.  —  The 

last  preceding  case,  and  some  others  of  a  like  nature,  seem  to 
have  given  rise  to  a  late  statute  of  Georgia  which  provides  as 
follows:  **  Whenever  any  person  in  this  state  conveys  any  real 
property  by  deed  to  secure  any  debt  to  any  person  loaning  or 
advancing  said  vendor  any  money,  or  to  secure  any  other  debt, 
and  shall  take  a  bond  for  titles  back  to  said  vendor  upon  the 
payment  of  such  debt  or  debts,  or  shall  in  like  maimer  convey 
any  personal  property  by  bill  of  sale,  and  take  an  obligation 
binding  the  person  to  whom  said  property  was  conveyed  to  re- 
convey  said  property  upon  the  payment  of  said  debt  or  debts, 
such  conveyance  of  real  or  personal  property  shall  pass  the  title 
of  said  property  to  the  vendee  —  provided  that  the  consent  of  the 
wife  has  been  first  obtained  —  till  the  debt  or  debts  which  said 
conveyance  was  made  to  secure  shall  be  fully  paid,  and  shall  be 
held  by  the  courts  of  this  stat^  to  be  an  absolute  conveyance, 
with  the  right  reserved  by  the  vendor  to  have  said  property  re- 
conveyed  to  him  upon  the  payment  of  the  debt  or  debts  intended 
to  be  secured,  agreeable  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and  not 
a  mortgage.*'*  By  the  express  terms  of  this  statuj^  a  deed 
executed  in  pursuance  of  it,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  a  debt, 
is  not  a  mortgage,  but  an  absolute  conveyance  jjassing  title.' 
The  necessary  legal  consequence  is  that,  where  the  debt  secured 
by  such  a  conveyance  remains  unpaid,  a  recovery  can  be  had  on 
it  in  ejectment,  or  in  a  statutory  complaint  for  the  recover}'  of 
land.*  It  follows  that,  where  land  is  conveyed  under  this  statute, 
neither  the  debtor  himself  nor  his  family  after  his  death  can 
have  a  homestead  in  it,  as  against  the  grantee,  until  his  debt  is 
paid.*  The  title  vested  in  a  creditor  by  such  a  conveyance  is  not 
divested  by  the  grantor's  discharge  in  bankruptcy ;  nor  by  his 

^  Shaffer  v.  Huff,  49  Ga.  689. 
«  Code  Ga.  1873,  {  1969. 

*  Lackey  t,  Boetwick,  54  Ga.  45;  Eoberts  v.  Trammell,  55  Ga.  885. 

*  Carswell  v,  Hartridge,  56  Ga.  412 ;  Biggers  v.  Bird,  56  Ga.  650 ;  Broach  r.  Bar- 
fleld,  57  Ga.  601. 

'  Johnson  v.  Gkiffin,  etc.,  Co.,  55  Ga.  691 ;  Isaacs  v.  Tinley,  58  Ga.  457. 
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causing  the  land  to  be  set  apart  to  him,  in  a  proceeding  in  bank- 
ruptcy, as  his  homestead  exemption  ;  nor  by  the  grantee's  filing 
in  the  court  of  bankruptcy  objections  to  the  allowance  of  such 
exemption,  nor  by  the  pendency  of  such  objections,  nor  by  an 
adjudication  adversely  to  the  objectors,  they  not  having  proved 
their  debts  as  claims  against  the  bankrupt's  estate;^  since  the 
proceeding  in  bankruptcy  was  unavailing  to  invigorate  his  title, 
or  to  give  him  any  higher  or  different  interest  in  the  land 
than  he  had  before.' 

7.   In  TeoMs,  by  surviving  Spouse. 
See  22  608,  609,  poaL 

8.   Manner  of  executing  Conveyances  of  Homestead  Property, 

§  526.    Sole  Deed  of  Wife  —  Mortgage  by  Wife  alone.  —  In 

general,  statutes  restraining  the  alienation  of  the  homestead  call 
for  the  concurrence  of  both  husband  and  wife  in  the  deed.  Thus, 
the  Constitution  of  Kansas  provides*  that  the  homestead  premises 
* 'shall  not  be  alienated  without  the  joint  consent  of  the  husband 
and  wife."  Under  this  provision  a  mortgage  of  such  premises 
by  the  wife  alone,  though  the  legal  title  to  the  same  was  in  her, 
and  not  in  her  husband,  was  declared  void.* 

§  527.  Separate  Deedfl  of  Husband  and  Wife  have  been  held 
not  to  be  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  provision  of  a  statute 
requiring  a  **deed  executed  by  husband  and  wife."  * 

1  Broach  v,  Barfield,  57  Ga.  601. 

'  Ihid. ;  Bush  v.  Lester,  65  Ga.  579. 

»  Art  16,  2  9. 

<  Dollman  v,  Harris,  5  Kan.  699. 

*  Dickinson  v,  McLane,  67  N.  H.  81.  See,  also,  Poole  v.  Gerrard,  6  Cal.  71,  where 
the  court,  citing  their  previous  decision  (Taylor  ».  Hai^gous,  4  Cal.  273),  to  the  effect 
that  the  homestead  is  a  joint  tenancy,  with  the  right  of  survivorship  as  between  hus- 
band and  wife,  did  not  regard  separate  deeds  of  the  homestead  by  husband  and  wife 
as  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the  statute,  but  declined  to  oust  the  grantee  of  both  of 
them  because  her  husband  did  not  join  her  as  plaintiff.  And  in  Luther  o.  Drake,  21 
Iowa,  92,  the  husband  and  wife  made  separate  deeds  to  plaintiff,  and  afterwards  joined 
in  a  deed  with  covenants  of  warranty  to  defendant,  with  notice  of  the  prior  deed,  and 
for  a  nominal  consideration.  The  court,  while  expressing  no  opinion  as  to  the  validity 
of  the  separate  deeds,  declined,  on  general  grounds  of  equity,  to  give  the  grantee  of 
the  joint  deed  any  standing  in  courL 
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§  528.  Rule  in  Illinois  —  Homestead  tnnst  be  waived  in  ex« 
press  Terms.  —  The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has  held,  without 
deviation,  that  the  homestead  right  can  be  barred  only  by  com- 
plying strictly  with  the  provisions  of  the  statute  made  in  this 
behalf,  and  that  no  matter  of  estoppel  or  presumption  can  have 
this  effect.^  **  It  must  appear,"  said  the  same  court,  in  KitchcU 
V.  Burgwin,*  **that  the  privileges  and  advantages  of  the  act 
were  in  contemplation  of  the  parties  executing  the  deed,  and  that 
they  were  expressly  released  or  waived  in  the  mode  pointed  out 
in  the  statute.  The  wife  must  do  something  more  than  release 
her  dower."'  The  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife  will  not  be 
sufficient  to  bar  the  homestead  right  without  express  mention 
thereof,  though  in  terms  it  conveys  with  warranty  every 
claim,  interest,  and  estate  of  whatever  description,  at  law  or  in 
equity ;  the  inference  still  remains  that  the  homestead  was  in- 
tentionally reserved  by  the  grantor,  and  that  it  was  so  under- 
stood by  the  grantee.* 

§  529.  A  similar  Bnle  in  Massachnsetts. — A  statute  of 
Massachusetts  reciting  that  "no  conveyance  by  the  owner  of 
any  homestead  farm,  or  lot  and  buildings  thereon,  exempted  by 
law  from  sale  or  levy  on  execution,  the  value  whereof  shall  not 
exceed  $800,  shall  be  valid  in  law  to  convey  or  release  such 
homestead,  unless  the  wife  shall  join  in  the  conveyance,"  is 
understood  to  mean  that  the  wife  must  join  in  the  conveyance 
for  the  pwpose  of  releasing  or  conveying  the  homestead.  A  deed 
of  mortgage  with  covenants  of  warranty,  and  a  power  of  sale  in 
case  of  a  breach  of  the  condition,  executed  by  the  owner  of  the 
homestead  and  concurred  in  by  the  wife,  in  token  of  releasing 
her  dower,  but  making  no  mention  of  the  homestead,  will  not 
divest  the  homestead  right.*  The  same  rule  was  declared  under 
an  earlier  statute,  couched  in  substantially  the  same  language. 

1  Moore  v.  Titman,  88  HI.  860;  Moore  v.  Dunning,  29  HI.  180;  Ives  v.  Mills,  87  HI. 
78;  Connors  v.  Nichols,  81  HI.  148;  Black  v.  Lusk,  69  Ul.  70. 

«  21  ni.  46. 

»  Vanzant  r.  Vanzant,  23  HI.  686;  Thornton  v.  Boyden,  81  ni.  200;  Moore  v.  Dun- 
ning, 29  ni.  180;  Smith  v.  Miller,  81  ni.  157;  Miller' v.  Marckle,  27  Ul.  405. 

«  Bedfem  o.  Re^fem,  88  ni.  509;  Patterson  v,  Kreig,  29  Bl.  614. 

^  Connor  v,  McMurraj,  2  AUen,  202. 
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The  wife  did  not  *'join  in  the  deed  of  conveyance,"  within  the 
meaning  of  that  statute,^  by  simply  inserting  her  name  in  the 
final  clause  of  the  deed,  and  signing  and  sealing  it.^ 

§  530.  Similar  Views  of  Chancellor  Cooper,  of  Tennessee. — 

And  the  learned  Chancellor  Cooper,  of  Tennessee,  under  a  statute 
which  declared  that  exempted  property  should  be  alienated  only  by 
the  joint  consent  of  husband  and  wife,  *'  to  be  evidenced  by  con- 
veyance duly  executed,  as  required  by  law  for  married  women," 
decided  that  a  deed  of  the  husband,  in  whom  was  the  legal  title, 
neither  naming  the  wife  nor  mentioning  the  homestead  right, 
although  signed  by  the  wife,  and  by  her  acknowledged  according 
to  law,  is  not  such  a  conveyance  as  the  statute  calls  for,  for  the 
reason  that  the  Homestead  Act  confers,  "if  not  in  an  absolute 
sense,  yet  in  some  sense,  an  estate^*  upon  the  wife,  and,  there- 
fore, the  deed  of  alienation  must  be  as  fully  the  act  of  the  wife 
as  of  the  husband.^ 

§  531.   A  different  Rule  in.  Iowa  and  Kentucky.  —  But  in 

Iowa  it  is  not  necessary  that,  in  the  body  of  a  deed  of  mortgage, 
the  property  should  be  expressly  described  as  a  homestead,  or 
that  there  should  be  a  recitation  that  the  grantors  intended  to 
relinquish  their  right  of  homestead  therein.*  In  Kentucky  it  is 
said  that  the  homestead  right  may  be  waived  by  a  conveyance  by 
husband  and  wife  purporting  to  convey  the  whole  estate,  and 
which  contains  no  limitation,  either  in  the  deed  itself  or  in  the 
certificate  of  the  feme*8  acknowledgment.  But  if  it  appears, 
either  in  the  deed  or  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  that  she 
only  released  her  dower ^  it  will  not  be  a  waiver  of  the  homestead.* 
But  where  the  fee  is  in  the  wife,  and  she  and  her  husband  jointly 
execute  a  deed  thereof  which  purports  to  convey  the  whole 
estate,  without  limitation  either  in  the  body  of  the  instrument  or 
in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  such  deed  will  operate  as  a 
waiver  of  the  homestead  right,  although  such  right  is  nowhere 

1  Stat.  Mass.  1851,  ch.  840,  {  6. 

*  Greenough  v.  Turner,  11  Gray,  382. 
»  Hoge  V.  Hollister,  2  Tenn.  Oh.  606. 

*  Babcock  v,  Hoey,  11  Iowa,  376;  O'Brien  v.  Young,  15  Iowa,  5. 
»  Wing  r.  Hayden,  10  Bush,  280. 
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mentioned  in  the  instrument  or  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledg- 
ment.^ 

§  532.  The  Certificate  of  Acknowledirni^nt.  —  And,  finally,  it 
has  been  held  that,  although  the  wife  join  in  the  deed  of  aliena- 
tion with  her  husband,  and  in  the  body  thereof  expressly  release 
her  right  of  homestead,  this  will  be  insufficient  to  pjtss  such  right, 
unless  it  further  appear  in  the  certificate  of  acknowledgment  that 
she  released  this  particular  right  freely,  voluntarily,  etc'  And 
in  a  Texas  case  the  court  laid  the  utmost  stress  upon  this  point, 
saying :  <*  The  privy  examination,  acknowledgment,  and  declara- 
tion before  the  officer,  as  required  by  statute,  is  the  essence  and 
foundation  of  her  deed."'  But  in  Minnesota,  under  a  statute 
which  declared  that  the  husband's  deed  of  alienation  should  not 
be  valid  «< without  the  signature  of  the  wife  to  the  same,'*  the 
court  saw  no  reason  for  requiring  her  acknowledgment  in  addition 
to  such  signature.^ 

§  533.    Impeachment    of    Wife's    Acknowledfirment.  —  The 

power  of  the  wife  to  go  behind  her  acknowledgment  of  deeds 
of  this  character  has  been  somewhat  discussed,  and  the  court 
declare  in  Texas  that  the  wife  has  the  right  to  show  that  her 
signature  was  procured  through  fraudulent  representations  and 
false  promises.*  And,  a  fortioi^iy  she  has  this  right  when  she 
has  signed  such  deed  under  duress.*  But  Campbell,  J.,  in  de- 
livering the  opinion  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  on  a  case 
of  this  character,  where  the  sole  objection  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment was  that  it  was  taken  in  the  presence  of  the  woman's  hus- 
band, and  it  was  neither  averred  nor  shown  that  the  mortgage 
was  executed  by  her  unwillingly,  declared,  in  forcible  language : 
**  There  is  no  equity  whatever  in  the  bill,  which  on  its  face  is  an 
attempt,  without  any  merit,  to  evade  an  honest  claim,  which 

1  Robbins  v.  Cookendorfer,  10  Bush,  629. 

<  Boyd  o.  Cudderback,  81  HI.  118;  Yanzant  o.  Yanzant,  28  HI.  536. 

*  Cross  V.  Everts,  28  Texas,  532. 

*  Lawyer  v,  Slingerland,  11  Minn.  447. 
ft  W^eatbtook  v.  Jeffers,  83  Texas,  86. 

'  Helm  V.  Helm,  11  Kan.  19.  But  the  court  said,  in  this  case,  she  could  have  had 
no  relief  had  her  husband  merely  made  misrepresentations.  **If  she  relied  on  them, 
it  was  at  her  peril  alone." 
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could  never  have  been  created  unless  the  complainants  had  both 
done  what  they  could  to  create  confidence  in  it."  *' Whatever 
may  be  the  rule  concerning  the  formalities  needed  to  bind  mar- 
ried women,  there  is  no  doubt  they  may  be  estopped  by  theii;' 
deliberate  conduct  as  well  as  anv  one  else.'*  ^ 

§  534.  Continned — Qnantam  of  Proof  required.  —  In  a  suit 
in  equity  by  a  wife  to  avoid  a  mortgage  made  on  the  homestead 
of  her  husband  cluring  their  family  occupation  of  it,  on  the  ground 
that  she  never  knowingly  signed  or  acknowledged  it,  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Michigan  said :  *^A11  presumptions  in  cases  of  this  kind 
must  be  treated  with  reasonable  respect  to  the  improbability  of 
misconduct  in  a  reputable  officer,  or  of  forgery  which  he  ought  to 
have  discovered  if  it  existed ;  and  the  burden  of  proof  was  on  com- 
plainant to  make  out  a  plain  case."*  In  this  case  the  evidence 
was  conflicting.  The  officer  who  took  the  acknowledgment 
swore  distinctly  as  to  the  fact  of  taking  it,  and  there  was  cor- 
roborating evidence.  The  bill  was,  therefore,  dismissed.  In  a 
case  in  Iowa  the  same  principles  were  applied,  but  a  different 
conclusion,  upon  the  evidence,  was  reached.  There  a  husband 
borrowed  $11,250  on  a  deed  of  trust  of  his  homestead,  which 
purported  to  have  been  executed  jointly  by  himself  and  wife,  in 
due  form.  The  land  having  been  sold  under  the  power  contained 
in  the  deed,  the  wife,  her  husband  joining  her,  brought  a  bill  to 
cancel  the  deed  made  to  the  purchsiser.  The  husband  swore  un- 
blushingly  that  he  forged  his  wife's  name  to  the  deed.  The  wife 
swore  that  she  did  not  execute  it,  nor  consent  to  its  execution, 
and  that  at  the  time  it  was  executed  she  was  sixteen  miles  away 
from  the  place  where  it  purported  to  have  been  executed.  The 
notary  swore  that  she  and  her  husband  executed  it  before  him, 
but  his  memory  was  not  very  distinct  as  to  the  circumstances. 
Expert  testimony  as  to  the  wife's  signature  was,  as  usual,  con- 
flicting ;  but  the  Supreme  Court,  by  a  comparison  of  the  signa- 
ture with  signatures  admitted  to  be  genuine,  in  connection  with 
the  other  testimony,  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  signature 
was  not  hers,  but  that  of  her  husband.     The   court  sustained 

^  Korton  v.  NicholSi  85  Mich.  160. 

'  Hourtienne  r.  Schnoor,  88  Mich.  274,  opinion  by  Campbell,  J. 
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the  bill,  whilst  conceding  the  hardship  of  the  doctrine  which 
would  throw  doubt  upon  the  prima-facie  effect  to  be  given  to  the 
solemn  certificate  of  an  officer,  and  conceding,  also,  that  **the 
whole  burden  was  upon  the  complainants  to  rebut  the  effect  of 
such  ceilificate."  Dillon,  J.,  dissented  iu  strong  language,  and, 
in  doing  so,  laid  down  the  only  safe  rule  applicable  to  cases  of 
this  kind  :  **  To  establish  a  case,  then,  involving  the  commission 
of  two  criminal  offenses  [perjury  and  official  misconduct] ,  the 
impeachment  of  the  official  acts  of  an  officer  of  the  law,  and  at 
the  expense  of  rights  and  a  title  fairly  acquired  by  the  defend- 
ants, the  plaintiff's  proof  should  be  extremely  cleai**  A  mixed 
case  ousrht  not  to  answer."  ^ 


^  MorrU  v.  Sargent,  18  Iowa,  90. 
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CHAPTER   XL 

OF  THE  WIDOW  AND  ORPHAN'S  HOMESTEAD. 

ARTICLE  L  —  General  Incidents  of  the  Right. 

SscriOK  540.  Homestead  Exemption  descends  to  Widow  and  Children. 

541.  Widow's  Homestead,  whether  created  by  general  Words. 

542.  Consists  of  Homestead  In  Fact  of  deceased  Husband. 
548.  €k)vemed  by  Law  in  Force  at  Husband's  Death. 

544.  Devise  of  the  Homestead  by  Husband. 

545.  By  the  Wife,  in  Iowa. 

546.  Homestead  not  subject  to  Administration. 

547.  But  yields  to  privileged  Debts. 

548.  Land  may  be  sold  to  pay  Debts  on  Termination  of  Homestead  Bight 

549.  Or  while  such  Right  subsists,  subject  to  the  same. 

550.  Right  contingent  upon  Occupancy,  as  in  other  Cases. 

551.  Power  of  Widow  to  sell. 

552.  Compensation  for  Improvements. 

ARTICLE  n. — How  affected  by  Do  web. 

Section  555.  Dow^r  and  Homestead  in  the  same  Premises. 

656.  Doctrine  in  Alabama. 

557.  In  Illinois. 

558.  In  Wisconsin. 

559.  In  Massachusetts. 

560.  In  Tennessee. 

561.  In  Vermont 

562.  In  Missouri. 

I  568.  In  North  Carolina. 

^  ^  564.  In  Georgia. 

566.  In  Iowa. 

566.  In  Michigan. 

ARTICLE  in. — Rights  of  Childken  and  Heirs. 

Section  569.  Substantive  Rights  of  infant  Children. 

570.  Separate  Rights  of  Widow  and  Children. 

571.  Rights  of  surviving  Husband  against  Children. 

572.  Continued — How  in  Alabama. 

578.  Affects  the  Rights  of  Heirs,  how.  ^  '^ 

574.  How  in  Illinois. 

575.  How  under  the' Statute  of  Georgia. 

576.  Under  the  Arkansas  Statute  of  1852. 
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Section  577.  In  North  Carolina  does  not  depend  upon  the  Indigence  of  Children* 

578.  But  does  upon  Indebtedness  of  Father. 

579.  Not  lost  by  Failure  of  Guardian  <id  litem  to  claim. 

AETICLE  IV. — Incidents  of  the  Right  under  particular  Statutes. 

1,  In  New  Hampshire* 

Section  582.  Under  New  Hampshire  Act  of  1851. 

588.  Homestead  in  mortgaged  Estate. 

584.  Under  New  Hampshire  Act  of  1868. 

585.  Continued — Amendatory  Act  of  1868. 

jP.  In  Vermont, 

Section  586.  In  Vermont,  Widow  takes  the  Fee. 

587.  The  same  Rule  adopted  in  Missouri. 

588.  But  repealed  by  Statute. 

589.  Continued — Not  waived  by  Acts  in  pais. 

590.  Nor  affected  by  Husband's  sole  Deed. 

S»  In  California, 
Section  591.  Homestead  of  surviving  Wife  in  California. 

4.   In  Iowa, 

Section  592.  Not  an  Estate,  but  an  Exemption. 

598.  Rights  of  surviving  Spouse  —  Of  Heirs. 

594.  Continued. 

595.  Continued — Right  not  alienable. 

596.  Not  even  for  Reinvestment 

597.  Abandonment  of  Homestead  by  Survivor. 

5,   In  Georgia, 
Section  598.  Nature  of  the  Right  in  Georgia. 

6,   In  TexoA. 

Section  599.  In  Texas,  guaranteed  by  Constitution. 

600.  Nature  of  community  Property  in  Texas. 

601.  Nature  of  separate  Property. 

602.  Homesteads  under  the  Texas  Law  of  1848. 
608.  Peculiarities  of  this  Statute. 

604.  May  consist  of  separate  or  community  Property. 

605.  Effect  of  Solvency  and  Insolvency. 

606.  How,  if  Estate  is  solvent 

607.  Homestead  in  coytimunity  Property. 

608.  Power  of  Disposition  of  surviving  Spouse. 

609.  .If  the  Husband  survive  the  Wife. 

610.  Allowance  in  lieu  of  Homestead. 

611.  Continued  — Under  Act  of  1870,  and  prior  Laws. 
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7.  In  Wisconsin, 
Section  612.  Nature  of  the  Right  in  this  State. 

ARTICLE  V. — RiMiEDiiss  and  Procedure. 

Se-tion  618.  Jurisdiction  of  Probata  Courts. 

614.   Conclusiveness  of  Judgments  of  Probate  Courts. 
616.  Practice  in  Probate  Courts. 

616.  Whether  formal  Application  is  necessary. 

617.  Time  within  which  Widow  may  assert  Claim. 

618.  Orphan's  Homestead,  how  set  apart  in  Probate  Courts — In  Alabama. 

619.  Revision  of  Judgments  of  such  Courts. 

620.  Right  of  Action  in  Superior  Courts. 

621.  Remedies  of  minor  Children. 

622.  Children  may  maintain  Ejectment. 
628.  Proof  of  Insolvency. 

ARTICLE  I.  —  General  Incidents  of  the  Bight. 

§  540.  Homestead  Exemption  descends  to  Widow  and  Chil- 
dren.— The  homestead  exemption  would  be  deprived  of  the 
feature  which  chiefly  recommends  it  to  favor  if,  upon  the  death 
of  the  head  of  the  family,  it  should  be  withheld  from  his  widow 
and  children ,  and  subjected  to  administration  for  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  Accordingly,  nearly  all  the  statutes  of  homestead,  after 
creating  and  defining  this  reservation,  provide  for  the  transmis- 
sion of  it,  upon  the  death  of  the  head  of  the  family,  to  the  surviving 
constituents  thereof,  under  such  expressions  as  the  following : 

1.  Alabama.  —  "  When  the  owner  and  occupant  of  the  home- 
stead dies  leaving  a  family  consisting  of  a  widow  or  child  or  chil- 
dren, or  both,  then  the  homestead  *  *  ♦  shall  be  exempt 
*  *  *  during  the  life  of  the  widow,  or  the  minority  of  the 
child  or  children,  whichever  may  last  terminate."^ 

2.  Arkansas.  —  **  If  the  owner  of  a  homestead  die  leaving  a 
widow,  but  no  children,  the  same  shall  be  exempt,  and  the  rents 
and  profits  thereof  shall  accrue  to  her  benefit  during  the  time  of 
her  widowhood,  unless  she  be  the  owner  of  a  homestead  in  her 
own  right."  By  section  6  of  the  same  instrument  «*the  home- 
stead of  the  family,  after  the  death  of  the  owner  thereof,  shall  be 
exempt  from  the  payment  of  his  debts  in  all  cases  during  the 
minority  of  his  children,  and  also  so  long  as  his  widow  shall  re- 

»  Code  1876,  {  2821. 
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main  unmarried,  unless  she  be  the  owner  of  a  homestead  in  her 
own  riffht."^ 

3.  AHzona.  —  *«The  homestead  and  other  property  exempt 
from  forced  sale  upon  the  death  of  the  head  of  the  family  shall 
be  set  apart  by  the  Probate  Court  for  the  benefit  of  the  surviving 
wife  and  his  own  legitimate  children,  and,  in  case  of  no  surviving 
wife  or  his  own  legitimate  children,  for  the  next  heirs  at  law.^'  * 

4.  Dakota.  —  '*  Upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife  the 
survivor  may  continue  to  possess  and  occupy  the  whole  home- 
stead until  it  is  otherwise  disposed  of  according  to  law ;  and, 
upon  the  death  of  both  husband  and  wift,  the  children  may  con- 
tinue to  possess  and  occupy  the  whole  homestead  until  the 
youngest  child  becomes  of  age."  • 

5.  California.  —  **0n  the  death  of  either  of  the  spouses,  and 
subject  to  no  other  liability  than  such  as  exists,  or  has  been  cre- 
ated under  the  provisions  of  this  title,  it  descends  to,  and  the 
title  at  once  vests  in,  the  survivor."  * 

6.  Colorado.  —  •*  When  any  person  dies  seized  of  a  homestead, 
leaving  a  widow  or  husband  or  minor  children,  such  widow  or 
husband  or  minor  children  shall  be  entitled  to  the  homestead." 
Otherwise,  the  homestead  is  liable  for  debts  of  the  deceased.* 

7.  Georgia.  —  *'  The  property  exempt  under  this  law  shall  be 
for  the  use  of  the  wife  or  widow,  and,  at  her  death  or  intermar- 
riage, to  be  equally  divided  between  the  children  of  her  former 
marriage  then  living."  • 

8.  Illinois.  —  "  Such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the  death 
of  such  householder,  for  the  benefit  of  the  husband  or  wife  surviv- 
ing, so  long  as  he  or  she  continues  to  occupy  such  homestead, 
and  of  the  children  until  the  youngest  child  becomes  twenty-one 
years  of  age."^ 

9.  Iowa.  —  **Upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife  the 

>  Dig.  Stat  1874,  pp.  67,  68 ;  Const  1868,  art  12,  {J  4,  & 

*  Comp.  Laws  1871,  p.  841,  cli.  87,  2  d. 
«  Rev.  Code  1877,  p.  184,  {  15. 

*  1  CivO  Code,  {  1265. 

*  Gen.  Laws  1877,  p.  505,  {  1846.  , 

*  Code  1878,  i  2048. 

*  Bev.  Stat  1877,  ch.  62,  2  2. 
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survivor  may  continue  to  possess  and  occupy  tlie  whole  homestead 
until  it  is  otherwise  disposed  of  according  to  law."  ^  *'  If  there 
be  no  such  survivor,  the  homestead  descends  to  the  issue  of  either 
husband  or  wife  according  to  the  rules  of  descent,  unless  other- 
wise directed  by  will,  and  is  to  be  held  by  such  issue  exempt 
from  any  antecedent  debts  of  their  parents  or  their  own/'  * 

10.  Kansas.  —  **If  the  intestate  left  no  children,  the  widow 
shall  be  entitled  to  said  homestead ;  and,  if  he  left  children  and 
no  widow,  such  children  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same."  • 

11.  Massachusetts.  —  **The  estate  or  right  of  homestead  of 
any  householder  existing  at  his  death  shall  continue  for  the  bene- 
fit of  his  widow  and  minor  children,  and  be  held  and  enjoyed 
by  them,  if  some  one  of  them  occupies  the  premises,  until  the 
youngest  child  is  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until  the  mar- 
liage  or  death  of  the  widow."  * 

12.  Michigan.  —  **  This  section  shall  be  deemed  and  construed 
to  exempt  such  homestead,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  during  the 
time  it  shall  be  occupied  by  th^  widow  or  minor  child  or  children 
of  any  deceased  person  who  was  when  living  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fits of  this  act."* 

13.  Minnesota.  —  The  provision  is  the  same  as  cited  above  from 
the  Michigan  statute.* 

14.  Montana.  —  '*0n  the  death  of  the  owner  of  such  home- 
stead the  same  shall  descend  to  his  widow,  and  she  shall  take 
and  hold  the  same  during:  her  natural  life."  ^ 

15.  Nevada.  —  **The  homestead  and  other  property  exempt 
from  forced  sale  shall,  upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife, 
be  set  apart  by  the  court  for  the  benefit  of  the  sui-viving  husband 
or  wife  and  his  or  her  legitimate  children."  ® 

16.  New   Hampshire.  —  ««The    wife,    widow,    and    children 

Code  1878,  {  2007. 

Ibid,,  {  2008. 

Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  88,  2  4- 

Gen.  Stat  I860,  ch.  104,  2  12. 

2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  J  6137. 

1  Bias.  Stat  at  Large,  680,  j  166. 

Laws  1872,  p.  86,  {  268. 

1  Comp.  Laws  1878,  p.  62,  1 189. 
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•  *  •  shall  be  entitled  to  *  *  *  said  homestead  during 
the  life  of  such  wife  or  widow,  and  the  minority  of  such  chil- 
dren." * 

17.  New  York.  —  *«  Such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the 
death  of  such  householder,  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and 
family,  some  or  one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  home- 
stead until  the  youngest  child  become  twenty-one  yeai's  of  age, 
and  until  the  death  of  the  widow." « 

18.  Nebraska, — **This  section  should  be  deemed  and  con- 
strued to  exempt  such  homestead,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  as 
well  after  as  before  the  death  of  the  debtor ;  and,  in  the  event  of 
the  death  of  the  debtor,  the  estate  in  such  homestead  shall 
descend  to,  and  be  vested  in,  his  heirs  at  law  or  legatees."  * 

19.  North  Carolina.  —  **  If  any  person  entitled  to  a  homestead 
and  personal  property  exemption  die  without  having  had  the 
same  set  apart,  his  widow,  if  he  leave  one,  then  his  child  and 
children  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  if  he  leave  such, 
may  proceed  to  have  said  homestead  and  personal  property  ex- 
emption laid  off  to  her,  him,  or  them."  * 

20.  South  Carolina.  —  **  The  estate  or  right  of  homestead  of 
the  head  of  any  family  existing  at  bis  death  shall  continue  for  the 
benefit  of  his  widow  and  minor  children,  and  be  held  and  enjoyed 
by  them  until  the  youngest  child  is  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and 
until  the  marriage  or  death  of  the  widow."  • 

21.  Ve^'Tiiont.  —  **  If  any  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family 
shall  die  leaving  a  widow  or  any  minor  children,  his  homestead 
to  the  value  aforesaid  shall  pass  to,  and  vest  in,  such  widow  or 
children,  *  *  *  provided  that  such  children  shall  by  force 
of  this  chapter  only  have  an  interest  in  such  homestead  until  they 
shall  attain  their  majority."  • 

22.  Virginia.-^— ^^Th^  homestead  provided  in  this  act  shall 
continue  after  his  death,  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow  and  chil- 


1  Gen.  8tat,  cb.  124,  {  1. 

'  4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large,  682,  {  1. 

»  Gen.  Stat  1878,  p.  617,  2  525. 

*  BatUe'8  Rev.  1878,  ch.  55,  {  10. 
»  Rev.  Stat  1S78,  p.  476,  {  5. 

•  Gen.  Stat  (App.  1870)  456,  {  6. 
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dren  of  the  deceased,  until  her  death  or  marriage,  and,  after  her 
death  or  marriage,  for  the  exclusive  benefit  of  his  minor  children, 
until  the  youngest  child  becomes  twenty-one  years  of  age."  ^ 

23.  Wisconsin  —  *«  Real  estate  exempt  from  forced  sale  on  exe- 
cution or  other  final  process,  as  the  homestead  of  a  family,  shall 
likewise,  after  the  death  of  the  owner  thereof,  be  exempt  *  *  * 
in  all  cases  in  which  any  infant  children  of  the  said  owner  shall 
survive  the  death  of  such  owner."  * 

§  541.  Widow's  Homestead,  whether  created  by  greneral 
Words. — The  question  has  several  times  arisen  whether  a  statute 
or  constitutional  ordinance  exempting  from  forced  sale,  in  gen- 
eral terms,  such  as  most  of  the  statutes  use  at  the  outset,  *'the 
family  homestead  of  the  head  of  each  family,"'  or  certain  de- 
scribed realty  **  bona  fide  owned  by  the  debtor,  having  a  family,"  * 
will,  without  specific  words  to  that  eifect,  transmit  the  exemp- 
tion, on  the  death  of  the  debtor,  to  his  minor  heirs.  In  Louisiana 
it  has  been  held  that  it  will  not ;  *  but  there  existed  in  that  state 
a  statute,  not  affected  by  the  one  under  consideration,  making 
provision  for  the  widow  and  orphan  children  when  left  in 
**  necessitous  circumstances."  •  The  contrary  view  has  been 
taken  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  South  Carolina.^  This  court 
reasons  that  **  the  exemption  is  not  to  the  debtor^  as  such,  but  to 
the  head  of  a  family.  The  subject  of  protection  is  the  family  — 
the  head  of  the  family  being  referred  to  as  its  representative.  It 
would  be  an  unreasonable  and  unnatural  conclusion  to  hold  that 
this  provision  was  not  intended  for  the  security  of  families 
deprived  of  their  natural  protection.  That  the  head  of  the  family 
must  be  the  debtor,  in  order  to  secure  such  protection,  is  neither 
within  the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the  clause.  Whenever  there  is 
a  family  and  a  family  homestead,  it  is  to  be  presumed  that  there 

1  Code  1878,  p.  1171,  {  8. 
»  2  Stat  1871,  p.  1660,  {  29. 
»  Const  S.  0. 1868,  art  2,  {  82. 

*  1  Stat  La.  1870,  p.  701,  {  1691. 

»  Burnett  v.  Walker,  28  La.  An.  885 ;  Brfant  v,  JjjonB,  29  La,  An.  64. 

•  As  to  which  see  {J  922,  929,  et  seq.,  post 

f  Re  Kennedy,  2  S.  0.  227;  Howze  v.  Howze,  2  S.  0.  229;  £3;  parte  Strobel,  2 
B.  C.  809. 
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is  a  head  to  the  family,  or  one  peculiarly  charged  with  responsi- 
bility for  the  protection  of  such  family  ;  and  the  homestead  is  to 
be  regarded  as  the  family  homestead  of  the  head  of  such  family 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution/'  ^ 

§  542.  Consists  of  Homestead  in  Fact  of  deceased  Hus- 
band. —  It  is  to  be  inferred  from  the  phraseology  of  the  forego- 
ing statutes  that  the  homestead  thus  transmitted  to  the  surviving 
members  of  the  family,  upon  the  death  of  its  head,  is  his  home- 
stead in  fact — the  homestead  which  he  occupied  with  his  family 
at  the  date  of  his  death.  Unless  it  is  so  expressed  in  the  statute, 
the  surviving  members  of  the  family  do  not  acquire  the  general 
right  of  selecting  a  homestead  out  of  the  body  of  the  decedent's 
estate.  Thus,  in  Texas,  the  homestead  is  continued  to  the  widow 
and  children  as  it  existed  in  the  life-time  of  the  deceased.'  In  a 
later  case,  relating  to  the  widow's  homestead,  the  court  ruled 
that  ''the  limitation  of  the  homestead  is  not  confined  to  the 
former  residence  of  the  family,  nor  to  town  or  country.  The 
law  gives  the  widow  the  full  and  free  right  of  selecting  and  having 
her  homestead  set  apait,  for  her  and  her  children,  out  of  the 
whole  property  of  her  deceased  husband."*  This  language, 
misquoted  in  a  subsequent  case,  was  ''  understood  to  apply  only 
where  the  rights  of  creditors  and  purchasers  from  the  husband 
are  not  prejudiced  by  such  a  change  of  the  homestead  locus,  or 
where  the  homestead  occupied  before  the  death  of  the  husband 
does  not  include  the  full  allowance."*  And,  ''if  all  the  lands 
are  community  property,  the  children  are  entitled  to  their 
mother's  interest  in  it ;  if  the  homestead  was  fixed  upon  com- 
munity, they  hold  it  as  fixed  and  established  by  their  father. 
In  other  words,  the  homestead  in  that  case  will  be  taken  out  of 
the  community  estate,  and  the  remainder  will  be  partitioned. 
But,  if  there  was  no  homestead  fixed  and  established  during  the 
life-time  of  the  father,  then  the  children  will  be  entitled  to  a 
homestead  of  two  hundred  acres  out  of  the  individual  share  of 

»  lU  Kennedy^  2  S.  0.  227,  per  Willard,  J. 

*  SosBaman  v.  Powell,  21  Texas,  666,  per  Hemphill,  C.  J. 

*  Ragland  v.  Bogers,  84  Texas,  622. 

*  McAlister  v.  Farley,  89  Texas,  661,  opinion  by  Walker,  J. 

459 


§  543  THE   WIDOW  AND   ORPHAN'S   HOMESTEAD. 

their  father.'*^  More  recently  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  has 
ruled  that,  if  at  the  time  of  the  husband's  decease  there  was  a 
homestead,  the  widow  cannot  abandon  it  and  select  a  new  home- 
stead out  of  the  entire  estate.'  But,  if  the  premises  occupied  as 
a  homestead  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband  are  covered 
by  mortgages  or  deeds  of  trust  placed  on  them  before  they  were 
dedicated  as  a  homestead,  the  widow  cannot  have  her  allowance 
in  lieu  of  homestead  exclusively  out  of  the  property  thus  incum- 
bered, but  it  must  be  made  out  of  the  entire  estate.'  In  South 
Carolina,  in  order  for  the  surviving  member  of  a  family  —  in 
this  case  a  minor  child  —  to  claim  a  homestead  in  the  decedent's 
estate  as  against  his  creditors,  under  the  Constitution  of  1868,  it 
was  held  necessary  to  show  that  the  premises  had  been  held  *'  by 
a  family  as  a  family  homestead  "  since  the  provisions  of  the 
Constitution  became  operative.* 

§  543.    CU>vemed  by  Law  in  Force  at  Husband's  Death.  — 

The  homestead  in  fact  of  the  deceased  husband  was  the  home- 
stead subsisting  according  to  the  law  in  force  at  the  date  of  his 
death.  It  is,  therefore,  but  another  manner  of  stating  the  doc- 
trine of  the  preceding  section,  to  say  that  the  incidents  of  the 
widow  and  orphan's  homestead  are  determined  by  the  law  in 
force  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband  and  father,  and  not 
by  a  law  subsequently  enacted.*  In  South  Carolina  it  has  been 
held  that  the  provision  in  the  Constitution  of  1868,  and  the  sub- 
sequent statute  giving  effect  thereto,  creating  and  defining  the 
homestead  exemption,  applied  to  the  family  of  a  debtor  who  had 
died  before  the  adoption  of  the  Constitution.'  But  this  position, 
giving  a  retrospective  operation  to  homestead  laws,  has  since 
been  overturned  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  United  States.^ 

^  McAlister  v.  Farley,  89  Texas,  561,  opinion  by  Walker,  J. 

*  Rogers  v.  Ragland,  42  Texas,  444  (overruling  the  same  case,  84  Texas,  617) ;  Hen- 
drix  V,  Hendrix,  46  Texas,  8. 

s  Mabry  v.  Harrison,  44  Texas,  286,  295;  ante,  {  824. 

*  Howze  V.  Howze,  2  S.  G.  282. 

*  Taylor  v.  Pettus,  62  Ala.  287;  Rottenberry  v.  Pipes,  68  Ala,  447;  Taylor  v.  Tay- 
lor,  68  Ala.  186;  Sluder  v.  Rogers,  64  N.  G.  289. 

«  Re  Kennedy,  2  S.  G.  216;  Howze  v.  Howze,  2  S.  G.  229;  Ex  parte  Strobel,  2 
8.  G.  809. 
T  Gunn  V,  Barry,  16  Wall.  610;  ante,  {  10. 
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In  Virginia  a  contrary  application  was  attempted  to  be  given  to 
a  statute  passed  in  July,  1870,  containing  the  following  language  : 
<<  If  any  householder  or  head  of  a  family  shall  have  depatled 
this  life  since  the  adoption  of  the  present  Constitution,  leaving 
a  widow  or  infant  children,  and  such  homestead  shall  not  have 
been  selected  or  assigned  in  the  life-time  of  said  householder, 
she,  if  remaining  unmarried,  or  they,  if  she  maiTy  or  die  before 
such  selection,  shall  be  entitled  to  claim  the  same,  and  the  court 
shall  appoint  commissioners  to  assign  the  same,  in  the  same 
manner  that  commissioners  are  appointed  to  assign  dower."  ^ 
Jhe  judge  of  the  Circuit  Court  was  of  opinion  that  this  pro- 
vision applied  only  to  the  case  of  a  husband  or  head  of  a  family 
dying  between  the  adoption  of  the  Constitiitlon  and  the  date  of 
the  passage  of  the  statute ;  that,  if  a  householder  or  head  of  a 
family  lived  until  after  the  passage  of  the  act  and  refused  or 
declined  to  avail  himself  of  the  provisions  intended  for  his  ben- 
efit, his  widow  and  minor  children,  claiming  only  through  him, 
could  not  be  permitted  to  appropriate  his  estate  to  the  exclusion 
of  creditors  and  the  adult  children.  But  the  Court  of  Appeals 
thought  otherwise.  The  object  of  the  provision  was  to  give  to 
the  widow  and  infant  children  the  privilege  of  selection  in  all 
cases  where  the  husband  and  father  had  refused  to  select  it  in 
his  life-time ;  but  whether  such  an  assignment  precluded  adult 
children  from  asserting  their  title  to  a  share  of  the  estate,  the 
court  did  not  decide.^ 

§  544.  Devise  of  the  Homestead  by  Husband.  —  The  right 
thus  secured  to  the  widow  and  oi-phan  children  of  the  owner  of 
a  homestead  would  in  some  cases  be  rendered  nugatory  if  he 
could  deprive  them  of  it  by  testamentary  disposition.  The  exist- 
ence of  such  a  right  in  them  is  clearly  incompatible  with  the  ex- 
ercise of  such  a  power  over  it  by  him.  And  in  this  respect  it 
seems  to  make  no  diiference  whether  the  widow  take*  a  plenary 
title  by  descent,  as  in  Vermont,*  or  by  survivorship,  as  in  Califor- 

»  Code  1878,  p.  1172,  {  10. 

*  Hatorff  p.  WeUford,  27  Gratt.  866. 

•  Ante,  i  609. 
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nia,^  or  whether  she  takes  a  mere  right  of  occupancy  during  the 
continuance  of  certain  contingencies,  as  in  most  of  the  states.^ 
Accordingly,  it  is  held  in  Vermont  that  the  husband  cannot,  by 
devise y  deprive  the  wife  and  children  of  their  estate  of  homestead, 
any  more  than  he  can  by  the  same  means  cut  oif  the  wife's 
right  of  dower.*  And  here  the  right  of  dower  and  homestead 
appear  to  be  parallel ;  the  doctrine  of  election  applicable  to  dower 
is  equally  applicable  to  homestead.  If  the  terms  of  the  will  do 
not  indicate  a  clear  intention  that  the  bequests  are  made  in  lieu 
of  homestead,  then  she  will  take  the  bequests  in  the  will  and  also 
her  estate  of  homestead  under  the  law.  But,  if  the  terms  of  thQ 
will  express  a  clear  intention  that  the  bequests  are  made  in  lieu 
of  homestead,  then  the  widow  will  be  put  to  her  election  whether 
she  will  have  her  homestead  or  take  the  bequests  in  the  will.* 
But  a  conveyance  of  the  homestead  to  minor  children,  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  testamentary  disposition,  executed  by  both  husband 
and  wife,  will  prevent  the  wife  from  having  a  separate  homestead 
set  apart  to  her  and  her  children  after  her  husband's  death.*  In 
Georgia  the  widow's  homestead  exemption  is  said  to  be  only  an 
exemption  of  property  from  the  debts  of  the  decedent.  Hence, 
the  only  effect  of  setting  apart  a  homestead  out  of  lands  devised 
to  the  widow  is  to  protect  it  from  those  debts.  It  does  not 
amount  to  an  election  to  take  under  the  will.^  The  power  of 
testamentary  disposition  over  the  homestead  is  declared  by  statute 
in  Wisconsin  ;  by  the  terms  of  which  the  devisee  takes  it  free  from 

1  AntCy  I  518  et  aeq, 

s  Succession  of  Hunter,  18  La.  An.  257 ;  O'Docherty  v.  McGloin,  26  Texas,  72 ; 
Runnels  o.  Runnels,  27  Texas,  519. 

»  Meech  v,  Meech,  87  Vt.  419. 

«  Ibid.  In  this  case  the  testator  devised  by  wiU  to  his  wife  for  life  four  acres  of 
land,  which  included  the  family  mansion  and  grounds.  Then  a  lai^r  tract,  comprising 
the  four  acres  within  its  boundaries,  was  devised  in  fee  to  a  son,  Ezra,  with  this  clause 
appended  to  the  description :  "  Excepting  from  the  lands  herein  devised  to  Ezra  the 
life  estate  which  I  have  given  to  my  wife  in  about  four  acres  thereof,  and  the  lands 
and  buildings^  standing  on  the  four  acres."  The  house  on  the  four  acres  was  the 
homestead,  from  which  the  widow's  homestead  must  have  been  taken,  if  she  had  any. 
The  will  stated  that  the  provision  for  the  widow  was  to  be  in  lieu  of  dower,  and  it  was 
held  that  it  was  plainly  intended  to  be  in  lieu  of  homestead.also. 

6  Woodall  V.  Rudd,  41  Texas,  876. 

«  Akin  V,  Geiger,  52  Ga.  407. 
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the  incumbrance  of  all  judgm  ents  and  claims  against  the  testator 
except  mortgages.^  If  the  owner  devises  a  pai't  of  it,  this  will 
not  divest  the  homestead  character  of  the  remainder,  and  make 
it  subject  to  his  debts. ^ 

§  545.  By  the  Wife,  in  Iowa. — In  Iowa  the  wife  may  de- 
vise her  estate  **  subject  to  th  e  rights  of  the  surviving  husband."  * 
The  surviving  husband,  as  already  shown,  has  at  his  election  one 
or  the  other  of  two  rights  in  his  wife's  realty :  the  statutory 
*' dower"  given  in  lieu  of  curtesy,  and  homestead.  Property 
devised  by  the  wife  remains,  therefore,  subject  to  the  husband's 
right  of  homestead  while  he  continues  to  occupy  it  as  such«^ 

§  546.  Homestead  not  subject  to  Administration.  —  By  force 
of  these  statutes  the  homestead  of  a  deceased  person  forms  no 
part  of  his  estate  to  be  administered  in  the  Probate  Court.*  It 
is  not  assets  in  the  hands  of  the  administrator,  but  the  use  of  it 
as  a  homestead  is  reserved  to  the  family  during  the  period  of  ad- 
ministration.^ The  authority  of  the  Probate  Court  over  it  is 
limited  to  segregating  it  from  that  part  of  the  decedent's  estate 
which  is  subject  to  administration.  When  that  is  done,  its  juris- 
diction ceases.  It  cannot  undertake  to  determine  the  nature  of 
the  estate  which  the  widow  has  in  the  homestead  —  whether  she 
succeeds  to  it  in  her  own  right  or  in  trust  for  the  children;^ 
nor  can  it  make  partition  of  the  homestead  between  them.*  In 
Texas  it  is  said  that  the  widow  and  children's  homestead  is  a 
right  so  absolute  that  no  contingency  can  arise  in  which  it  is 
liable  for  the  debts  of  the  husband.  It  follows  that  it  forms  no 
pait  of  the  estate  which  passes  to  the  administrator,  but  that  it 
vests  in  the  widow  and  children  free  from  the  husband's  debts, 
and  without  the  aid  of  any  act  of  the  chief  justice  of  the  County 

1  Taylor's  Stat.  Wis.  1171,  {  4. 

*  Johnson  r.  Harrison,  41  Wis.  381. 

»  Rev.  1860,  {  2298 ;  Code  1873,  J  2010. 

*  Stewart  v.  Brand,  23  Iowa,  481. 

»  Carter  o.  Randolph,  47  Texas,  879;  Estate  of  Tompkins,  12  Cal.  114;  Estate  of 
James,  23  Cal.  415,  418. 
«  O'Docherty  v.  McGloin,  25  Texas,  72. 
f  Estate  of  Tompkins,  12  Cal.  114. 

*  Estate  of  James,  23  CaL  417. 

463 


§  548       THE  WIDOW  AND  ORPHAN'S  HOMESTEAD. 

Court  in  setting  it  apart.  **  It  may  be,"  says  the  couit,  *«  that 
the  other  articles  exempt  from  execution,  or  the  allowance  in  lieu 
thereof,  might  not  vest  in  the  widow  and  children  until  they 
were  selected  from  others  and  set  apart,  or  until  the  allowance 
was  paid.  But  the  homestead  was  a  unit,  clearly  defined  and  dis- 
tinct from  every  other  portion  of  the  estate,  and  from  every 
other  article  which  is  exempt  from  execution.  It  requires  no  act 
of  specification  to  fix  its  identity,  and,  therefore,  vests  with  or 
without  administration,  and  whether  it  be  or  be  not  set  apart  by 
the  chief  justice."  ^ 

§  547.  But  yields  to  prlvilegred  Debts.  —  With  the  exception 
found  in  Texas,^  a  widow  and  orphan  children  cannot  assert  a 
risrht  of  homestead  in  the  lands  of  the  deceased  husband  and 
father,  as  against  debts  or  liens  which  were  superior  to  that  right 
during  his  life-time.  Their  right  is  a  derivative  right,  coming 
from  him  ;  they  succeed  to  it  as  he  possessed  it ;  it  is  not  enlarged 
by  his  death,  except,  perhaps,  so  far  as  concerns  the  condition  of 
subsequent  occupancy.*  Thus,  where  a  father  died  before  the 
adoption  of  a  constitutional  provision  enlarging  the  homestead, 
his  minor  children  were  not  entitled,  as  against  his  creditors,  to 
a  homestead  out  of  his  estate  under  that  provision.*  But  a  debt 
thus  privileged  will  not,  in  most  of  the  states,  absorb  the  home- 
stead if  it  can  be  satisfied  out  of  non-homestead  property.* 

§  548.  Liand  may  be  sold  to  pay  I>ebts  upon  Termination  of 
Homestead  Bight. — When  the  right  of  homestead  occupancy 
terminates  by  the  death  of  the  widow  and  the  majority  of  all  the 
children,  it  seems  that  the  estate  passes  to  the  heirs  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  no  interrupting  right  of  homestead  had  existed ; 
they  take  it  subject  to  a  liability  to  be  sold  to  pay  the  ancestor's 
debts.^    And  whilst,  in  case  of  an  unexplained  delay,  an  adminis- 

^  Sossaman  o.  PoweU,  21  Texas,  666. 

*  Ante,  22  824^26. 

>  Evans  o.  Evans,  5  Rep.  499;  Phipps  v.  Acton,  12  Busb,  875. 

*  Sluder  v,  Rogers,  64  N.  C.  289;  supra,  2  648. 

^  Harrison  v.  Obertheir,  40  Texas,  886 ;  supra,  2  364 ;  post,  \  666  et  seq. 
<  Bursen  o.  Goodspeed,  60  HL  281;  Wolf  v.  Ogden,  66  HL  224;  Kemp  v.  Kemp 
42  Ga.  627. 
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trator  will  not  be  permitted  to  sell  land  for  the  payment  of  debts 
after  the  lapse  of  seven  years,  in  Illinois,  yet  the  intervention  of 
a  homestead  occupancy  by  the  widow  and  minor  heirs  will  excuse 
a  much  longer  delay,  as  thirteen  years.^  But,  if  the  premises  are 
abandoned  by  the  family  of  the  intestate,  a  mere  belief  on  the 
part  of  the  administrator  that  the  right  of  homestead  continued 
in  the  youngest  child,  who  received  rents,  will  not  excuse  a  delay 
of  fourteen  years.* 

§  549.    Or  while  such  Bight  subsists,  subject  to  the  Same.  — 

The  homestead  law  of  Kentucky  contains  the  following  words : 
*' And  such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the  death  of  the  de« 
fendant,  for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children,  but  shall  be 
estimated  in  allotting  dower."  *  The  statute  of  this  state  is  held 
not  to  create  an  estate  in  land,  but  merely  accords  to  the  owner, 
being  a  housekeeper  with  a  family,  the  privilege  of  occupying  it 
as  against  his  creditors.^  And  this  exemption,  and  nothing  else, 
continues  after  the  death  of  the  debtor,  for  the  benefit  of  his 
widow  and  children,*  enlarged  only  to  the  extent  that  the  tempo- 
rary absence  of  the  widow,  she  still  holding  possession  by  her 
tenant  or  agent,  will  not  forfeit  or  terminate  her  right.*  It  fol- 
lows, therefore,  that  neither  the  widow  nor  children  of  a  debtor 
are  prejudiced  by  a  decree  directing  a  sale  of  the  homestead  to 
pay  debts,  subject  to  the  widow's  right  to  hold  and  enjoy  it  dur- 
ing her  natural  life.^  But  strong  reasons  exist  for  the  conclusion 
that  such  a  sale  ought  not  to  be  permitted.     *<  It  was  never  in- 

1  Bureen  v,  Goodspeed,  60  HI.  281. 

«  Wolf ».  Ogden,  66  Dl.  224. 

»  Ky.  Act  February  10, 1866;  Myers'  Supp.  714. 

«  Brame  v,  GnXg,  12  Bush,  404. 

^  Evans  v,  Evans,  6  Bep.  499. 

•  Ibid, ;  Phipps  v.  Acton,  12  Bush,  875. 

^  Evans  v,  Evans,  5  Rep.  499.  Just  why  this  question  was  litigated  at  all  in  Kentucky 
does  not  appear,  for  the  homestead  law  of  that  state  contains  the  following  provision : 
**  The  homestead  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  widow,  so  long  as  she  occupies  the  same, 
and  the  unmarried  infant  children  of  the  husband  shall  be  entitled  to  a  joint  occupancy 
with  her  until  the  youngest  unmarried  child  arrives  at  full  age.  But  the  termination 
of  the  widow's  occupancy  shall  not  affect  the  right  of  the  children ;  but  said  land  may 
be  sold,  subject  to  the  right  of  said  widow  and  children,  if  a  sale  is  necessary  to  pay 
the  debU  of  the  husband."    Gen.  Stat.  1878,  p.  484,  {  14. 
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tended,"  said  Brickell,  J.,  in  a  late  case,  **  that  lands  should  be 
sold,  incumbered  by  the  claim  of  exemption.  No  more  success- 
ful contrivance  for  their  sacrifice  and  the  destruction  of  the  rights 
of  creditors  could  be  devised  than  such  a  sale.  The  embarrass- 
ments of  judicial  sales  for  the  payment  of  debts  —  often  ruinous* 
to  debtor  and  creditor — now  existing,  are  sufficiently  numerous, 
without  increasing  them  by  giving  a  construction  to  the  statute 
which  would  authorize  a  sale  of  the  lauds  of  a  decedent,  incum- 
bered by  the  claim  of  a  homestead  exemption.  But  few  purchas- 
ers, not  venturing  on  a  mere  speculation,  in  which  they  supposed 
they  had  much  to  gain  and  little  to  lose,  would  buy  property 
subject  to  such  an  incumbrance."  * 

§  550.  Bight  contiiigent  upon  Occupancy,  as  In  other 
Cases.  —  The  general,  and  only  sound,  doctrine  is  that  the 
homestead  reservation  which  passes,  under  the  statutes  of  the 
various  states,  to  the  widow  and  minor  children  upon  the  death 
of  the  husband  and  father,  is  contingent  upon  occupancy  of  the 
premises  by  the  widow  and  children,  as  in  other  cases.*  Other- 
wise, the  exemption  becomes,  not  a  reservation  of  a  homestead, 
but  a  reservation  of  land  of  a  certain  quantity  or  value,  irre- 
spective of  its  uses.  But  a  tendency  is  discovered  on  the  part 
of  the  coui*ts  to  relax  the  requirement  of  literal  occupancy  by  a 
widow,'  and  to  dispense  with  it  altogether  in  case  of  orphan 
children.* 

§  551.  Power  of  Widow  to  sell.  —  A  widow  to  whom  a  home- 
stead has  been  set  apart  under  the  laws  of  Georgia  cannot  sell 
the  same,  even  with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary  and  the  con- 
sent of  the  executor.  There  appears  to  be  no  statute  in  that  state 
inhibiting  such  a  sale ;  but  the  rule  is  placed  on  the  ground  that 
it  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  to  permit  it  to  be  done  ; 
that  statutes  permitting  the   sale  of  the  homesetad  should  be 

>  Rottenberry  v.  Pipes,  68  Ala.  462. 

*  Hicks  V,  Pepper,  67  Tenn.  42;  Green  v.  Crow,  17  Texas,  180;  Carter  v.Bandolph, 
47  Texas,  876 ;  Orman  v.  Orman,  26  Iowa,  861. 

'  Ante,  {  242 ;  Green  v.  Crow,  9upra ;  Carter  v,  Randolph,  supra, 

*  Ante,  {  248;  Pbipps  v,  Acton,  12  Bush,  876;  Evans  v.  Bvans,  6  Bep.  499;  John- 
eon  V.  Gavlord,  41  Iowa,  866 ;  ante,  {  248. 
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strictly  construed ;  that  the  minor  children  have  rights,  and 
creditors  have  rights  in  remainder,  which  are  endangered  by- 
such  alienation.^ 

§  552.  Compensation  for  Improvements.  —  A  person  who 
purchases  lands  at  sherifi^'s  sale,  subject  to  the  debtor's  home- 
stead exemption,  cannot  claim  compensation  for  improvements 
made  by  him  on  the  land,  when  the  claim  of  exemption  is  enforced 
against  him  by  a  suit  in  equity,  brought  by  the  widow  and  minor 
children  of  the  debtor  after  his  decease.^  Where,  on  partition, 
the  widow  was  allowed  a  life  estate  in  the  homestead,  and  her  sec- 
ond husband  put  valuable  improvements  thereon,  after  her  death 
it  passed  to  the  children  of  the  first  marriage ;  but  the  step-father 
was  looked  upon  in  the  light  of  an  improver  in  good  faith,  and 
was  held  entitled  to  compensation  fur  his  improvements.' 

ARTICLE  11. — How  affected  by  Dower. 

§  555.  I>ower  and  Homestead  in  the  same  Premises.  —  Upon 
the  question  whether  a  widow  may  claim  both  dower  and  home- 
stead in  the  same  premises  there  is  a  conflict  of  opinion :  In 
Alabama,*  Illinois,^  Wisconsin ,•  Massachusetts,^  Tennessee,^  Ver- 
mont,^ and  Missouri^®  it  is  held,  in  substance,  that  she  can  ;  hut 
a  contrary  view  has  been  taken  by  the  courts  of  North  Caroliua,^^ 
Georgia,^*  and  lowa.^ 

^  Whittle  V,  Samuels,  64  G^  648 ;  ante,  {  621. 

2  Andrews  v.  Melton,  61  Ala.  400. 

»  Bond  r.  HiU,  87  Texas,  626. 

«  Chisholm  v.  Chisholm,  41  Ala.  827;  Jordan  v.  Strickland,  42  Ala.  316;  McCuan 
V.  Turrentine,  48  Ala.  70. 

^  Walsh  V.  Beis,  60  111.  477 ;  recognized  in  Bursen  v.  Goodspeed,  60  HI.  281. 

«  Bresee  v.  Stiles,  22  Wis.  120. 

^  Mercier  v.  Chace,  11  Allen,  194;  Monk  v,  Oapen,  6  Allen,  146;  Bates  v.  Bates,  97 
Mass.  892. 

^  Merrimon  v.  Lacefield,  4  Heisk.  222. 

»  Chaplin  r.  Sawyer,  86.  Vt.  290;  Doane  v.  Doane,  88  Vt  649. 

^  Gragg  V,  Gragg,  6  Rep.  273 ;  repealed  by  statute,  infra,  J  662. 

"  Watts  V.  Leggett,  66  K  C.  197 ;  McAfee  v.  Bettis,  72  N.  C.  29. 

"  Singleton  «.  Huff,  49  Ga.  684 ;  Roff  v,  Johnson,  40  Ga.  666 ;  Robpon  v.  Lindrum, 
47  Ga.  262 ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  46  Ga.  680. 

IS*  Meyer  v.  Meyer,  23  Iowa,  869;  Butterfleld  v.  Wicks,  44  Iowa,  810. 
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§  556.  Doctrine  In  Alabama.  —  In  Alabama  the  right  of  the 
widow  to  a  homestead  exemption  is  not  affected  by  the  fact  that 
dower  has  been  assigned  to  her ;  ^  since  this  bounty  is  secured, 
not  to  the  widow  alone,  but  to  *•  the  widow,  or  widow  or  chil- 
dren, or  child  or  children"  of  the  deceased.*  But  it  is  only 
when  the  estate  is  insolvent  that  the  homestead  is  exempt  from 
the  claims  of  heirs,  distributees,  and  legatees.* 

§  557.  In  Illinois.  —  Under  the  statute  of  Illinois  the  right 
of  dower  does  not  merge  in  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  same 
premises.  These  interests  of  the  widow  are  said  to  be  different, 
distinct,  and  independent ;  and,  in  respect  to  each  other,  there  is 
no  "lesser  estate  to  be  merged  in  the  greater."  Accordingly, 
should  the  husband  die  in  the  possession  of  the  homestead,  it  is 
said  that  the  widow  would  be  entitled,  not  only  to  her  right  of 
homestead,  but  also  to  her  right  of  dower  in  the  same  premises. 
Therefore,  where  the  homestead  was  sold  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
made  thereon  by  the  husband  alone,  and  $1,000  was  paid  to  him 
out  of  the  proceeds  in  lieu  of  homestead,  this  did  not  prevent 
his  widow,  after  his  death,  from  claiming  dower  in  the  same  prem- 
ises.* But  she  may  be  estopped  by  her  conduct  from  claiming 
homestead  after  dower ;  as,  where  she  accepted  a  yearly  stipend 
in  lieu  of  dower  charged  upon  the  land,  and  then  opposed  a  par- 
tition and  procured  the  land  to  be  sold  subject  to  this  charge  — 
this  estopped  her  from  claiming  homestead  in  the  lands  against 
the  purchaser.* 

§  558.  In  Wisconsin.  —  A  former  statute  of  Wisconsin  pro- 
vided that  upon  the  death  of  the  owner  of  the  homestead  the 
same  should  descend  to  his  widow,  and  she  should  take  and  hold 
the  same  during  her  widowhoody  freed  from  the  incumbrance  of 
all  judgments  and  claims  against  the  deceased  or  his  estate,  ex- 

1  Gbisholm  v.Ghisholm,  41  Ala.  827;  Jordan  v.  Strickland,  42  Ala.  816;  McCuan 
V,  Turrentine,  48  Ala.  70. 
«  Ibid. 
'  Thornton  v,  Thornton,  46  Ala.  274 ;  Hudson  v.  Stewart,  48  Ala.  206. 

*  Walsh  V.  Beis,  60  HI.  477 ;  recognized  in  Bursen  o.  Gh>odspeed,  60  HI.  281. 

•  Wright  V.  Dunning,  46  JXL  272. 
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cept  mortgages  lawfully  executed  thereon.*  By  another  statute 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  a  dower,  or  use,  during  her  natural 
life^  of  one-third  part  of  all  the  lands  whereof  her  husband  was 
seized  of  ah  estate  of  inheritance  at  any  time  durincr  the  mar- 
riage,  unless  she  was  lawfully  barred  thereof.*  Under  this  pro- 
vision the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  in  the  homestead  as  well 
as  in  the  rest  of  the  real  estate  of  her  deceased  husband ;  and 
after  her  right  of  homestead  had  terminated  by  remarriage,  she 
was  entitled  to  have  dower  assigned  to  her  in  the  homestead 
premises,  although  her  dower  had  previously  been  assigned  to 
her  in  the  rest  of  the  estate.' 

§  559.  In  Massachusetts  the  assignnvent  of  dower  to  the  widow 
by  the  heirs  at  law  does  not  defeat  her  right  to  a  homestead  estate 
to  the  value  of  $800,  in  addition  to  her  dower,  if  so  much  of  the  es- 
tate remains  to  which  the  character  of  a  homestead  right  attaches.* 
But  where  the  widow,  entitled  under  the  statute  to  homestead 
in  ceitain  land,  procured  an  assignment  as  dower,  under  an- 
other statute,  of  one-third  the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  of  the 
same  land,  as  tenant  in  common  with  the  other  owners,  and  after- 
wards aliened  the  interest  thus  procured,  she  was  held  thereby  to 
have  waived  her  right  to  an  assignment  of  homestead  ;  since,  by  her 
own  act,  she  had  made  it  impossible  to  assign  to  her  any  part  of 
the  estate  as  homestead  by  metes  and  bounds.^  This  decision 
rests  upon  the  doctrine  of  the  Massachusetts  court  that  a  home- 
stead cannot  be  assigned  out  of  an  estate  in  common.* 

§  560.  In  Tennessee  the  question  whether  the  widow's  home- 
stead is  independent  of  her  dower  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
distinctly  presented,  but  it  has  been  held  that,  if  the  mansion-house 
is  of  less  value  than  $1,000,  the  value  of  the  homestead,  *<  she 
would,  in  addition  to  one-third  part  of  the  real  estate,  be  entitled 
to  the  mansion-house  and    so   much  land   around  it  or  adja- 

»  Rev.  Stat  1S68,  p.  798,  ch.  137,  {  2. 
s  Ihid,,  ch.  89,  2  1. 

•  Bresee  v.  Stiles,  22  Wis.  120. 

•  Mercier  v.  Chace,  11  AUen,  194 ;  Monk  «.  Capen,  5  Allen,  146. 
»  Bates  V.  Bates,  97  Mass.  892. 

•  Ante,  1 188. 
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cent  thereto  as,  with  the  buildings,  would  amount  in  value  to 
$1,000."  1 

§  561.  In  Vermont. — From  the  view  taken  by  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Vermont  of  the  widow's  estate  of  homestead,*  and  the 
clear  distinction  which  exists  between  it  and  the  estate  of  dower  ; 
from  the  fact  that  dower  is  only  a  life  estate,  the  reversion  still 
belonging  to  the  estate  as  before  :  from  the  fact  that  the  admin- 
istrator may,  if  necessary,  sell  this  reversion  to  pay  debts,  and 
that  the  Probate  Court  may  assign.it  to,  and  distribute  it  among, 
the  heirs  —*  whereas  the  homestead  right  of  the  widow  is  a  right  to 
the  fe^?  the  conclusion  has  been  reached  that  there  is  no  legal 
obstacle  to  the  setting  out  to  a  widow  of  a  homestead  in  lauds  out 
of  which  she  has  alreadv  had  her  dower  assio^ned  to  her.*  In 
another  case  the  following  reasons  are  given  for  the  same  conclu- 
sion: **1.  The  statutes  giving  homestead  nowhere  express  or 
imply  that  dower  shall  be  cut  off.  2.  Dower  goes  to  the  widow ; 
homestead  is  for  the  widow  and  heirs.  3.  The  act  of  1855  (p. 
17)  provides  for  setting  out  dower  and  homestead,  and  for  deduct- 
ing the  widow's  share  in  the  homestead  from  her  dower,  thus 
expressly  recognizing  both  dower  and  homestead  in  the  same 
estate."* 

§  562.  In  Missouri.  —  The  leading  features  of  the  statute  of 
Missouri  relating  to  homesteads  were  copied  from  that  of  Ver- 
mont. In  adopting  the  statute  of  that  state  the  Legislature  of 
Missouri  is  presumed  to  have  intended  to  adopt,  also,  the  con- 

1  Merriman  o.  Lacefield,  4  Heisk.  222. 

*  Ante,  2  508. 
»  Infra,  {  686. 

♦  Doane  «.  Doane,  83  Vt  649.  The  provision  of  the  Vermont  act  of  1866,  No.  14, 
page  17,  that  a  widow's  dower  shall  be  first  set  out,  and  then  her  homestead,  is  held  to  be 
merely  directory,  and  the  omission  to  observe  this  order  of  procedure  does  not  neces- 
sarily vitiate  the  proceedings  in  respect  of  the  homestead.  But  the  requirement  that 
the  widow's  share  in  the  homestead  shall  be  deducted  from  her  dower  is  imperative. 
And,  where  a  widow's  dower  was  first  set  out,  in  one  ftiU  third  of  the  estate,  and  her 
homestead  was  afterwards  set  out,  covering  a  portion  of  the  premises  embraced  in  the 
assignment  of  dower,  it  was  held  that  this  was  a  virtual  compliance  with  the  statute, 
and  that  there  was  no  legal  incompatibility  in  the  two  proceedings.    Ibid, 

»  Chaplin  v.  Sawyer,  85  Vt  290. 
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struct! on  placed  upon  it  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont.* 
The  Supreme  Court  of  Missouii  has,  therefore,  adopted  the  rule 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  that  the  widow  is  entitled  to 
both  dower  and  homestead  in  the  same  premises,  and  that  she  is 
not  estopped  from  claiming  her  homestead,  by  an  assignment  of 
dower  in  the  premises  and  her  acceptance  of  the  land  allotted  to 
her.'  This  rule,  however,  has  been  changed  by  a  statute  in 
Missouri,  which  was  probably  passed  subsequently  to  the  time 
when  the  rights  in  controversy  in  this  case  arose.* 

§  563.  In  North  Carolina.  —  By  a  statute  of  North  Carolina 
*'  eveiy  married  woman  shall  be  entitled  to  one-third  in  value  of 
all  the  lands,"  etc.,  of  which  her  husband  was  seized  at  any  time 
during  coverture,  ^<  in  which  third  part  shall  be  included  the 
dwelling-house  in  which  her  husband  usually  residedy  together 
with  the  offices^  otU-houseSj'**  etc.  By  a  constitutional  ordinance 
**  every  homestead,,  and  the  dwelling  and  buildings  used  thei'ewith^ 
not  exceeding  in  value  $1,000,"  is  exempt  from  execution ;  and, 
after  the  death  of  the  owner,  **  exempt  from  the  payment  of  any 
debt  during  the  minority  of  his  children,  or  any  of  them."  **  If 
the  owner  of  a  homestead  die  leaving  a  widow,  but  no  children, 
the  same  shall  be  exempt  from  the  debts  of  her  husband,  and  the 
rents  and  profits  thereof  shall  inure  to  her  benefit  during  her 
widowhood,  unless  she  shall  be  the  owner  of  a  homestead  in  her 
own  right."*  Provision  is  made  by  statute  for  laying  off  the 
homestead  in  the  life-time  of  the  owner,  and  it  is  also  provided 
that,  *'  if  any  person,  entitled  to  a  homestead  and  personal  prop- 

»  Skouten  v.  Wood,  57  Mo.  880. 

•  Gragg  V.  Gragg,  6  Rep.  278  (Sup.  Ct  Mo.  1877). 

»  Act  March  18, 1876 ;  Laws  Mo.  1876,  p.  60,  {  1.  This  statute  amends  section  6  of  the 
Missouri  homestead  law  so  as  to  read  as  follows :  ''  The  commissioners  appointed  to 
set  out  such  homestead  shall,  in  cases  where  the  right  of  dower  also  exists,  also  set 
out  such  dower ;  and  they  shall  first  set  out  such  homestead,  and  from  the  residue  of 
the  real  estate  of  the  deceased  shall  set  out  such  dower,  but  the  amount  of  such  dower 
shall  be  diminished  by  the  amount  of  the  interest  of  the  widow  in  such  homestead ; 
and,  if  the  interest  of  the  widow  in  such  homestead  shall  equal  or  exceed  a  one-third 
interest^  for  and  during  her  natural  life,  in  and  to  all  the  real  estate  of  which  such 
housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall  have  died  seized,  no  dower  shall  be  assigned  to 
such  widow."    Laws  Mo.  1875,  p.  61,  {  1. 

*  Act  1869-70,  ch.  176,  {  1 ;  Battle's  Rev.  1878,  p.  889,  {  2. 
»  Const  N.  C,  art  10,  {{  2,  8,  6. 
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erty  exemption,  die  without  having  the  same  set  apart,  his  widow, 
if  he  leave  one  —  if  not,  then  his  child  and  children  under  the  age 
of  twenty-one  years,  if  he  have  such  —  may  proceed  to  have  said 
homestead  and  personal  property  exemption  laid  off  to  her,  him, 
or  them,  according  to  the  provisions  of  sections  seven  and  eight 
of  this  act"^  —  which  provide  for  laying  it  off  in  the  husband's 
life-time.  Under  these  provisions,  **  if  the  homestead  had  been 
laid  off  in  the  life-time  of  the  husband,  at  his  death  the  dower  of 
the  wife  would  have  been  assigned  so  as  to  include  the  dwelling- 
house  in  which  the  husband  usually  resided,  and  buildings  used 
therewith.  Thus,  the  dower  would  be  assi<rned  so  as  to  include 
the  homestead,  or  a  part  thereof,  and  the  right  of  dower,  having 
attached  at  the  time  of  marriage,  would  have  been  paramount, 
and  the  right  of  the  children  to  enjoy  the  homestead  during  the 
minority  of  any  one  of  them  must  have  been  taken  subject  to 
this  paramount  right  of  dower ;  the  effect  being  to  postpone  the 
enjoyment  of  the  children,  as  to  so  much  of  the  homestead  as  is 
covered  by  the  dower,  until  the  death  of  the  widow  —  leaving 
them,  of  course,  to  the  present  enjoyment  of  such  part  of  the 
homestead  and  land  appertaining  thereto  as  is  not  covered  by 
the  dower."'  And  the  rule  is  the  same  where  the  homestead 
has  not  been  laid  off  during  the  life-time  of  the  husband  and 
father.  The  statute  last  quoted  is  construed  as  giving  them  the 
same  rights  they  would  have  had,  had  not  the  bead  of  the  family 
failed  to  have  the  homestead  laid  off  in  his  life-time,  and  no 
more.^  Where,  therefore,  the  widow  had  had  her  dower  assigned 
to  her  in  the  whole  of  her  husband's  estate,  including  the  dwell- 
ing-house, she  was  not  entitled,  in  addition  to  this,  to  have  a 
homestead  assigned  to  her  in  the  portion  outside  of  that  allotted 
to  her  as  dower.*  But  the  converse  is  not  also  the  rule.  Though 
the  husband  has  hud  homestead  laid  off  to  him  in  his  life-time, 
and  though  his  wife,  by  some  unequivocal  act,  has  accepted  and 
enjoyed  the  homestead  —  as,  by  joining  with  the  husband  in  sell- 
ing it  —  this  will  not  prevent  her  from  claiming  dower  in  that 

1  Act  1S68-9,  ch.  187,  {  10 ;  Battle's  Bev.  1878,  p.  468,  {  la 
«  Watts  V.  Leggett,  66  N.  C.  197. 
»  Ibid. 
*  Ibid. 
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part  of  her  deceased  husband's  estate  not  embraced  in  the  home- 
stead so  assigned  and  sold.^ 

§  564.  In  Georgia.  —  While  it  is  admitted  that  the  statutes  do 
not  so  expressly  provide,  yet,  construing  together  the  acts  relating 
to  dower,  to  the  homestead,  and  to  the  year's  support,  it  is  held 
that  they  do  not  create  cumulative  exemptions,  but  that  the 
homestead  and  exemption  are  subject  to  dower  and  to  the  '*  year's 
support."*  If,  therefore,  the  wife  has  had  her  homestead  and 
chattel  exemption  set  apart  to  her  during  the  life-time  of  her  hus- 
band, she  cannot  claim  her  **  year's  support "  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale  of  other  of  his  estate  after  his  death.'  This  rule  — 
that  there  cannot  be  cumulative  exemptions  —  found  expression 
in  an  earlier  case  in  Georgia,  where  it  was  held  that  a  widow 
who  had  drawn  her  support  from  her  husband's  estate  during  the 
year  succeeding  his  death,  though  it  had  not  been  formally  set 
apart  to  her,  could  not  have  a  further  allowance  by  way  of  year's 
suppoi-t,  although  she  had,  during  such  year,  rendered  valuable 
services  to  the  estate.  She  was  to  look  to  the  administrator  for 
compensation  for  her  semces.*  But  where  a  homestead  has 
been  laid  off  to  a  widow,  under  a  statute  aftei-wards  declared  un- 
constitutional, so  that,  in  point  of  fact,  she  gets  no  homestead, 
she  may  afterwards  have  dower  assigned  to  her  out  of  such  lands, 
although  the  lands  have  been  levied  on  by  a  creditor  of  the 
deceased  husband.*  But  this  rule  does  not  prevent  the  widow, 
if  there  be  minor  children^  from  having  an  assignment  of  home- 
stead in  land  which  has  previously  been  set  apart  to  her  as  dower ; 
and  such  an  assignment  will  prevent  a  creditor  of  her  deceased 
husband  from  sellinir  under  an  execution  the  reversion  accruins: 
upon  the  death  of  the  widow.* 

1  McAfee  v.  Bettis,  72  N.  C.  29. 

'  Boif  V,  Johnson,  40  Ga.  566 ;  Singleton  v.  Huff,  49  Ga.  684 ;  Bobson  v.  Lindrum, 
47  Ga.  252 ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  46  Ga.  680. 
'  Singleton  o.  Huff,  supra, 

*  Blassingame  v.  Bose,  84  Gil  418. 
»  Page  «•  Page,  50  Ga,  597. 

•  Adams  r.  Adams,  46  Gku  680,  opinion  by  McCay,  J.  "We  have  held,"  said  the 
learned  judge,  "in  several  cases,  that  the  homestead  provision  of  the  Constitution  was 
not  Intended  to  be  an  addition  to  dowry,  but  that  it  was  subject  to  the  dower.  The 
object  was  to  secure  a  provision  for  the  family.    She  has  now  applied  in  behalf  of  her 
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§  565.  In  Iowa.  —  The  Iowa  statute  which  makes  provision  in 
lieu  of  dower  and  curtesy  at  common  law  reads  as  follows :  "  One- 
third  in  value  of  all  the  legal  or  equitable  estates  in  real  property, 
possessed  by  the  husband  at  any  time  during  the  marriage,  which 
have  not  been  sold  on  execution  or  any  other  judicial  sale,  and 
to  which  the  wife  has  made  no  relinquishment  of  her  right,  shall 
be  set  apart  as  her  property  in  fee  simple,  if  she  survive  him. 
The  same  share  of  the  real  estate  of  a  deceased  wife  shall  be  set 
apait  to  the  surviving  husband.  All  provisions  made  in  this 
chapter  in  regard  to  the  widow  of  a  deceased  husband  shall  be 
applicable  to  the  surviving  husband  of  a  deceased  wife.  The 
estate  of  dower  and  curtesy  are  hereby  abolished."  *  **  The  dis- 
tributive share  of  the  widow  shall  be  so  set  off  as  to  include  the 
ordinary  dwelling-house  given  by  law  to  the  homestead,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  will  be  equal  to  the  share  allotted  to  her  by  the 
last  section,  unless  she  prefers  a  different  arrangement.  But  no 
different  arrangement  shall  be  permitted  where  it  would  have  the 
effect  of  prejudicing  the  rights  of  creditors."  *  In  view  of  these 
provisions,  and  those  of  the  homestead  exemption  law  elsewhei'e 
quoted,'  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  has  held  that  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  that  the  widow  should  enjoy 
at  the  same  time  both  dower  and  homestead  in  the  same  real 
estate  of  her  husband.*  Therefore,  where  a  widow,  on  her  own 
application,  had  her  dower  set  off  so  as  to  include  the  dwelling- 
house  of  the  deceased  and  a  portion  of  the  forty  acres  compris- 
ing the  homestead,  she  could  not  claim  the  residue  under  the 
homestead  law.     The  setting  apait  of  dower  out  of  homestead 

chUdren,  and  bad  a  homestead  in  the  same  lands.  We  see  nothing  inconsistent  in 
this  action  with  our  decision.  She  might,  if  she  pleased,  waive  her  rights  in  behalf 
of  her  children,  and,  instead  of  her  dower,  permit  them  to  have  a  homestead.  We  do 
not  say  she  has  done  this.  Holding  to  her  dower,  she  might,  as  guardian  of  her  chil- 
dren, take  a  homestead  for  them  in  the  same  land,  or  including  the  same,  at  the  discre- 
tion of  the  appraisers,  and  she  and  they  retain  their  interest — she  her  dower,  they 
their  homestead.  In  either  event  the  land  would  not  be  subject,  and  the  verdict  would 
be  right" 

1  Laws  Ninth  Gen.  Assembly,  ch.  161,  {}  1,  8 ;  Code  Iowa  1878,  {  2440.  I  have 
given  this  statute  as  embodied  in  the  Code ;  the  original  act  is  not  accessible  to  me. 

s  Code  Iowa  1878,  {  2441 ;  Rev.  1860,  {  2426. 

»  Jnfra,  {  592. 

*  Heyer  v.  Meyer,  28  Iowa,  869;  Butterdeld  v.  Wicks,  44  Iowa,  810. 
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property,  upon  the  application  of  the  widow,  is  said  to  be  a  dis-^ 
position  of  the  property  according  to  laWf  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  of  that  state,  which  provides  that  ^'  upon  the  death 
of  either  husband  or  wife  the  survivor  may.  continue  to  possess 
and  enjoy  the  whole  homestead  until  it  is  otherwise  disposed  of 
according  to  law."^  But  sometimes  the  homestead  right,  aud 
sometimes  the  dower  right,  may  be  deemed  by  the  survivor  the 
more  valuable.  The  survivor,  therefore,  has  the  right  to  elect 
whether  he  or  she  will  take  dower  or  homestead.^  The  execution 
by  the  surviving  husband  of  a  moitgage  upon  the  lands  of  his 
deceased  wife,  occupied  by  him  as  his  homestead,  is  not  an  elec- 
tion by  him  to  take  dower  therein.' 

§  566.  In  Michigran. — The  statute  of  Michigan  touching  this 
question  provides  that  the  section  establishing  the  homestead 
right  *^  shall  be  deemed  and  construed  to  exempt  such  homestead, 
in  the  manner  aforesaid,  dunug  the  time  it  shall  be  occupied  by 
the  widow  or  minor  child  or  children  of  any  deceased  person  who 
was  when  living  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act."  *  Under  this 
provision  the  widow  is  entitled  to  homestead,  and  also  to  dower 
in  what  remains  of  her  deceased  husband's  real  estate  after  set- 
ting apart  the  homestead.^ 

ARTICLE  lU.  — Rights  of  Children  and  Heirs. 

§  569.  Substantive  Bights  of  infant  CMldren.  —  The  chil- 
dren of  a  deceased  owner  of  a  homestead  have,  under  the  Illinois 
statute,  such  a  substantive  right  in  the  homestead  that  the  widow 
cannot  release  the  homestead  right  to  the  husband's  mortgagee  ; 
such  a  release  does  not,  it  seems,  estop  the  widow  from  asserting 
the  homestead  right ;  •  nor  conclude  the  rights  of  minor  children ;  ^ 

^  Meyer  v,  Meyer,  28  Iowa,  859,  opinion  by  Dillon,  J.  This  decision,  being  entirely 
the  result  of  ftn  elaborate  comparison  of  different  statutes,  can  have  no  -value  as  a 
guide  in  other  states,  unless  the  reasoning  upon  which  the  court  proceeded  is  exam- 
ined.   This  cannot  be  done  here  for  want  of  space. 

>  fiutteifield  V.  Wicks,  44  Iowa,  812. 

»  Ibi(L 

«  2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  p.  1217,  {  1. 

•  Wallace  v.  Harris,  82  Mich.  880,  402. 

•  Miller  v.  Marckle,  27  Dl.  405. 
V  Ibid,,  402. 
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nor  can  the  widow,  according  to  a  dictum  in  a  previous  case,  by 
abandoning  the  homestead,  impair  the  rights  of  children;^  and 
this  doctrine  received  practical  application  in  a  case  in  Arkansas, 
where  a  decedent  acquired  a  phuitation  in  that  state  and  resided 
upon  and  cultivated  it  before  his  death.  His  wife  and  two  minor 
children,  in  the  meantime,  lived  in  another  state,  and  the  wife  died, 
never  having  in  person  lived  upon  the  premises,  except  to  make 
short  visits  to  it.  It  was  held  that  the  minor  children,  though 
still  in  fact  living  in  another  state,  could  claim  a  homestead  in  the 
premises.  The  domicile  of  the  husband  was  the  domicile  both  of 
the  wife  and  of  the  children  ;  and  no  act  of  the  mother  —  the  court 
referring  to  her  failure  to  move  to  the  premises — could  impair 
their  rights.*  Where  there  were  children  by  two  mamages,  and 
the  widow  with  her  own  children  —  those  of  the  second  marriage  — 
removed  from  the  homestead,  and  during  several  years  the  admin- 
istrator—  husband  of  a  daughter  of  the  first  marriage  —  rented 
the  homestead  and  collected  the  rents,  he  was,  in  a  suit  brought 
by  the  children  of  the  second  marriage  by  their  next  friend,  re- 
quired to  account  for  their  share  of  the  rents.' 

§  570.    Separate   Bights   of    Widow   and   Children.  —  The 

Texas  statute  of  1848  *  does  not  vest  in  the  widow  such  an  exclu- 
sive right  that,  if  she  and  the  adult  children  of  the  husband  by 
a  former  marriage  continue  to  live  together  upon  the  homestead 
premises,  appai'ently  as  one  family,  and  cultivate  the  lands  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  the  husband's  debts,  she  can  recover  of 
the  children  for  such  use  and  occupation.*  Where  the  deceased 
left  a  child,  and  his  widow  administered,  it  was  held  that  his 
creditors  could  not  dispute  the  right  of  the  widow  to  her  allow- 
ance, (tnd  charge  her  with  a  devastavit  in  respect  of  it,  on  the 
ground  that  the  widow  was  not  the  lawful  wife  of  the  deceased ; 
since,  if  she  was  not  entitled  to  it,  the  child  was.*  *'  The  children 
have  no  interest  in  the  homestead,  as  such,  a,<rain8t  the  sui*viving 
parent,  by  virtue  of  the  homestead  rights  of  the  deceased  parent. 

»  Walters  r.  The  People,  21  HI.  178. 
«  Johnston  r.  Turner,  29  Ark.  280. 
'  Harmon  v.  Bynum,  40  Texas,  824. 

*  Injra,  i  602. 

*  James  o.  Thompson,  14  Texas,  463. 

*  Lockhart  v.  White,  18  Texas,  109. 
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If  it  was  the  community  property  of  their  parents,  they  inherit 
the  share  of  their  deceased  parent  just  as  they  inherit  any  other 
property."  ^  They  '«  cannot  control  the  parents  in  the  disposi- 
tion of  the  homestead,  or  assert  a  right  therein  advereely  to  the 
act  of  their  parents.  The  parent  has  the  right  to  dispose  of  the 
homestead  without  consulting  them  ;  and  whatever  will  bind  the 
head  of  the  family  will  be  binding  upon  them.  Their  domicile 
follows  that  of  the  parent,  and  he  has  the  power  to  choose  and 
renounce  it  for  them  at  pleasure."*  This  doctrine  should  be 
understood  as  expressing  the  general  rule  where  both  spouses 
are  alive,  or  where,  one  spouse  being  dead,  the  homestead  is 
superimposed  upon  the  separate  property  of  the  other.  It  does 
not  always  apply  in  other  cases,  as  elsewhere  shown.'  Where 
the  father  pleaded  his  homestead  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, this  concluded  his  children,  although  not  parties.*  Where 
the  estate  was  insolvent  and  there  was  a  widow  and  minor  child, 
and  the  administrator  had  failed  to  pay  over  the  statutoiy  allow- 
ance in  lieu  of  homestead,  the  child  could  not  sue  separately,  by 
special  guardian,  for  its  half.  The  widow  must  sue  alone  for  the 
whole,  though  it  would  not  be  improper,  it  seems,  to  join  the 
child  by  special  guardian.'  In  a  case  in  Vermont  the  husband 
died,  leaving  a  widow  and  eight  children,  all  of  whom  had 
reached  their  majority.  The  plaintiff,  her  son-in-law,  having 
procured  from  the  children  conveyances  of  all  their  rights  in  the 
estate  of  their  father,  brought  suit  against  the  widow  for  rent  of 
that  portion  of  the  premises  to  which  he  claimed  title  by  reason 
of  his  marriage  with  her  daughter  and  purchase  from  the  remain- 
ing children.  The  court  held  .that  this  suit  could  not  be  main- 
tained, since  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  continue  the 
homestead  entire  as  the  home  of  the  widow,  or  the  widow  and 
children,  constituting  the  family  at  the  decease  of  the  husband.* 

§  571.   Bights  of  snrvlviiig'  Husband  against  Children.  —  In 

1  Johnson  v.  Taylor,  48  Texas,  122. 

*  Dictum  of  Wheeler,  J.,  in  Tadlock  «.  Eocles,  20  Texas,  792.    See  Brewer  v. 
Wall,  28  Texas,  689. 

•  Infra,  2  807  et  seq, 

*  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  aupra, 

»  Burt  V.  Box,  86  Texas,  114. 

•  Keyes  v.  Hill,  80  Vt  769. 
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Illinois,  upon  the  death  of  a  wife  having  a  homestead  in  her 
estate,  the  husband  succeeds  to  it  as  tenant  by  the  curtesy  con- 
summate, and  he  may  recover  it  of  his  children,  in  ejectment^ 
although  he  had  abandoned  his  wife  and  children  prior  to  her 
death,  and  although  the  children,  one  of  them  a  minor,  continues 
to  occupy  it  as  their  homestead.^ 

§  572 .  Continued  —  How  In  Alabama.  —  By  a  statute  of  Ala- 
bama "  real  estate  of  a  decedent  set  apart  for  the  use  of  a  widow, 
or  widow  and  child  or  children,"  as  a  homestead,  «'is  exempt 
from  the  claims  of  heirs,  distributees,  or  legatees  only  when  the 
estiite  is  asceilained  to  be  insolvent,  upon  satisfactory  evidence 
to  the  probate  judge,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  sell  the  real 
estate  for  the  payment  of  debts."  *  Unless  the  widow  allege  and 
prove  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Probate  Court  that  the  estate  is 
insolvent,  she  gets  merely  her  dower,  where  the  coiltest  is  be- 
tween her  and  the  heirs.'  But  this  statutory  provision  does  not 
enlarge  the  rights  of  creditors  ;  the  homestead  is  absolutely  ex- 
empt from  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  estate,  whether  it  i»e 
solvent  or  insolvent ;  it  is  only  where  there  are  other  heirs,  dis- 
tributees, or  legatees,  besides  the  claimant  of  the  homestead, 
that  the  insolvency  of  the  estate  becomes  of  importance.  "  Such 
property  is  not  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  debts  of 
the  deceased,  and  it  cannot  be  sold  for  that  purpose  so  as  to 
defeat  the  rights  of  the  claimant  under  the  exemption  as  the 
heir,  distributee,  or  legatee."  Therefore,  where  there  was  no 
widow,  and  but  one  child,  the  sole  heir  and  distributee,  he  was 
absolutely  entitled  to  his  homestead  in  any  event.* 

* 

§  573.   Affects  the  Bights  of  Heirs,  how.  — In  the  absence  of 
a  statutory  expression  to  the  contrary,*  the  right  of  homestead 

1  Wolf  ».  Wolf,  67  ni.  66.  This  was  before  the  act  of  1872,  which  provides  that 
''such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the  death  of  such  householder,  for  the  benefit  of 
the  husband  or  wife  surviving,  so  long  as  he  or  she  continued  to  occupy  such  home- 
stead, and  of  the  children  until  the  youngest  child  becomes  twenty-one  years  of  age ; 
and,  in  case  the  husband  or  wife  shall  desert  his  or  her  family,  the  exemption  shall 
continue  in  favor  of  the  one  occupying  the  premises  as  a  resident."  Laws  111.  1871-72, 
p.  478.  I  2. 

a  Rev.  Code  1867,  J  8689^. 

»  Thornton  r.  Thornton,  46  Ala.  274. 

«  Hudson  V,  Stewart,  48  Ala.  204. 

A  As  in  Missouri,  infra,  \  688. 
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accorded  to  the  widow  and  minor  children  will  not,  some  courts 
have  held,  exclude  the  rights  of  adult  heirs  to  a  partition.^  But 
the  coutrury  rule  obtains  in  Vermont,'  Iowa,'  and  California.^ 

§  574.  How  In  Illinois.  —  The  statute  of  homestead  in  force 
in  Illinois  for  many  years,  after  defining  the  homestead,  provides 
that  *'such  exemption  shall  continue  after  the  death  of  such 
householder,  for  the  beueiit  of  the  widow  and  family,  some  or 
one  of  them  continuing  to  occupy  such  homestead  until  the 
youngest  child  shall  become  twenty-one  years  of  age,  and  until 
the  death  of  such  widow."  ^  Another  clause,  added  in  1857,  pro- 
hibits alienation  by  the  husband  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
wife.*  This  statute  was  held  to  create  a  homestead  only  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  debtor  and  his  alienees.  It  did  not 
change  the  law  of  descent  or  of  dower,  nor  interrupt  paitition  of 
the  homestead  among  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  owner;  but 
upon  his  death  it  was  to  be  divided  between  the  widow  and 
heirs,  according  to  the  laws  of  dower  and  descent,  precisely  as 
if  no  statute  of  homestead  existed.^  It  follows  that  the  widow 
cannot  claim  homestead  as  against  an  alienee  of  one  of  the  heirs. ^ 
If  the  homestead  has  been  devised  to  the  two  children,  who  are 
minors,  and,  after  the  husband's  death,  continues  in  the  occu 
pancy  of  the  widow  and  children,  it  will  not  be  taken  into  ac- 
count, or  sold,  in  raising  the  widow's  statutory  allowance.* 

§  575.  How  under  Statute  of  Georgia.  —  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Georgia  says  that  the  estate  of  homestead  is  an  estate  caiTed 
out  of  the  estate  of  the  husband  for  the  use  of  the  family,  and 

^  Kemp  V.  Kemp,  42  Ga.  628 ;  Hager  v.  Nixon,  69  N.  C.  108 ;  Turner  v.  Bennett,  70 
111.  263;  £ggleston  V.  Eggleston,  72  ill.  24;  Sontag  v,  Schmisseur,  76  111.  541;  Fight 
V.  flolt,  80  111.  84.  In  Texas  it  is  so  provided  by  statute,  unless  the  estate  is  inaulvent. 
1  i^asc.  Dig.,  art  1805. 

*  Infra,  I  586. 

*  Nicholas  v.  Purczell,  21  Iowa,  265. 

*  Jrifra,  i  691. 

«  Laws  lU.  1861,  p.  25 ;  Rev.  1877,  ch.  52,  {  1. 

*  Laws  in.  1857,  p.  119. 

'  Turner  v.  Bennett,  70  111.  203;  Eggleston  v.  Eggleston,  72  HI.  24;  Sontag  v. 
Schmisseur,  76  111.  541 ;  Fight  v.  Holt,  80  IIL  84. 

*  Eggleston  v,  Eggleston,  supra, 

*  Deltzer  v.  Schuester,  87  111.  301. 
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is  protected  from  his  debts  and  from  alienation  by  him,  and  it  is 
an  estate  vested  in  the  family.  Prima  fade^  it  would  seem  to 
follow  that  if,  at  any  time  or  in  any  manner,  the  family  should 
cease  to  exist,  the  reversion  would  go  over  to  the  holder  of  the 
fee ;  since  it  is  a  particular  estate  taken  out  of  the  fee  and  set 
aside  for  the  use  of  the  family.  When  the  purpose  of  the  par- 
ticular estate  fails,  the  fee  would  receive  back  the  particular  es- 
tate . "  *  The  statute  of  that  state ,  which  provides  that  * '  said  prop- 
erty so  set  apart  shall  be  for  the  use  of  the  widow  and  children, 
during  her  life  or  widowhood,  and  at  her  death  or  intermarriage  be 
equally  divided  between  the  children  of  the  former  marriage,"  * 
is  not  to  be  taken  literally.  It  means  that  if  the  widow  die  or 
intermarry,  where  she  is  the  sole  person  constituting  the  family^ 
then  the  property  is  to  be  divided  among  the  children  of  the  first 
marriage.'  The  court  holds,  construing  together  the  provision  of 
the  Constitution  of  Georgia,*  the  above  statutory  provision,  and 
section  2021  of  the  Code,'  that  they  simply  provide  that  the  title 

1  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  6a.  681. 

«  Act  1868,  i  12. 

■  Heard  r.  Downer,  supra. 

^  Const  1868,  art  1,  {  1.  "Each  head  of  a  family,  or  guardian  or  trustee  of  a 
family  of  minor  children,  shall  he  entitled  to  a  homestead  of  realty  to  the  value  of 
two  thousand  dollars  in  specie,  and  personal  property  to  the  value  of  one  thousand 
dollars  in  specie,  hoth  to  he  valued  at  the  time  they  are  set  apart  And  no  court  or 
ministerial  officer  in  this  state  shall  ever  have  jurisdiction  or  authority  to  enforce  any 
judgment,  decree,  or  execution  against  said  property  so  set  apart,  including  such  im- 
provements as  may  he  made  thereon  from  time  to  time,  except  for  taxes,  money  hor- 
rowed  and  expended  in  the  improvement  of  the  homestead,  or  for  the  purchase-money 
of  the  same  and  for  lahor  done  thereon,  or  material  furnished  therefor,  or  removal 
of  incumhrances  thereon.  And  it  shall  he  the  duty  of  the  General  Assemhly,  aa 
early  as  practicahle,  to  provide  hy  law  for  the  setting  apart  and  valuation  of  said 
property,  and  to  enact  laws  for  the  fiill  and  complete  protection  and  security  of  the 
same  to  the  sole  use  and  heneflt  of  said  families  as  aforesaid." 

^  Gku  Code  1878,  {  2021.  **  Where  a  widow,  upon  the  decease  of  her  hushand,  ia 
entitled  to  dower  in  the  lands,  and  a  homestead  is  laid  out  for  the  family  of  the  de* 
ceased,  including  the  dwelling-house  and  appurtenances,  whether  in  town  or  country, 
which  is  worth  more  than  two  thousand  dollars  in  specie,  said  widow  may  at  her 
option,  if  she  elects  to  take  money  in  lieu  of  her  dower,  leave  said  money,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  he  necessary,  in  the  hands  of  the  representative  of  the  estate  for  such 
estate,  and  such  amount  now  remaining  must  he  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  deficit 
When  a  widow  makes  application  for  a  homestead  in  the  realty  of  her  deceased  hus- 
hand, which  realty  exceeds  the  value  of  two  thousand  dollars  in  specie,  and  cannot 
he  divided  so  as  to  give  a  homestead  of  that  value,  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of 
section  2012  of  this  Code,  and  which  has  not  heen  levied  on  and  sold  within  twelve 
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of  ike  wife  or  widow  to  the  tise  of  the  homestead  ceases  when  she 
dies  or  marries  again  ;  that  her  estate  is  not  an  estate  of  inherit- 
ance, but  ceases  when  she  ceases  to  be  a  member  of  the  family  ; 
and,  subject  to  the  use  of  the  rest  of  the  family  so  long  as  it 
exists,  the  title  goes  back  to  the  children  of  the  first  marriage,  if 
the  husband  be  dead.^ 

§  576.  Under  the  Arkansas  Statute  of  1852.  —  This  statute 
defines  the  persons  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  pro- 
vision as  *'  every  free  white  citizen  of  this  state,  male  or  female, 
being  a  householder  or  the  head  of  a  family ;  " '  and  further  pro- 
vides that  ''  the  preceding  section  shall  be  deemed  and  construed 
to  exempt  such  homestead,  in  the  manner  aforesaid,  during  the 
time  it  shall  be  occupied  by  the  widow  or  child  or  children  of 
any  deceased  person  who  was  when  living  entitled  to  the  bene- 
fits of  this  act."  '  In  a  late  case  it  is  said  that  the  efi^ect  of  this 
statute  is  to  suspend  the  rights  of  creditors  until  the  child  or 
children  become  of  age,  and  are  presumed  to  be  capable  of  taking 
care  of  and  supporting  themselves,  at  which  time,  and  not  before, 
the  rights  of  creditors  to  satisfaction  out  of  the  estate  may  be 
asserted.* 

months  from  the  death  of  the  hiuhand,  the  ordinary  shall,  if  the  widow  requires  and 
establishes  her  right  thereto,  grant  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  premises,  by  the  legal 
representatives  of  the  deceased's  estate,  in  the  manner  that  the  law  requires,  for  the 
benefit  of  heirs  or  creditors,  but  so  far  prescribing  the  terms  of  sale  as  to  require  the 
two  thousand  dollars  of  its  purchase-money  in  specie,  or  specie  value,  to  be  paid  in 
cash,  unless  the  widow  consents  to  different  terms ;  and,  when  so  sold,  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale,  to  the  value  aforesaid,  shall  be  invested  in  accordance  with  the  section  afore- 
said ;  provided,  always,  that  such  legal  representative  shall  have  ten  days'  notice  in 
writing  of  such  application  for  sale  before  the  time  appointed  for  the  hearing,  that  he 
may  make  such  showing  as  he  has  to  the  contrary ;  and  provided,  also,  that  all  claims  to 
dower  in  and  to  the  property  aforesaid  shall  be  first  adjusted  so  that  said  two  thousand 
dollars  shall  be  free  from  any  claim  thereon  of  the  widow  for  dower,  and  to  this  end  the 
widow  shall  be  first  paid  or  satisfied,  to  the  value  of  her  dower  in  and  to  the  particular 
piece  of  realty  sought  to  be  sold,  as  prescribed  by  the  law  in  force  for  accepting  the 
value  of  dower  in  money;  but  to  this  claim  the  assent  of  the  representative  of  the 
estate  shall  not  be  necessary.  If  such  representative  refiises  or  neglects  to  comply 
with  the  order  of  the  ordinary  aforesaid,  his  letters  shall  be  immediately  revoked,  and 
another  representative  appointed  in  his  stead."    GhL  Code  1878,  {  2021. 

1  Heard  v.  Downer,  47  Gku  681. 

*  Dig.  Stat  1868,  p.  604,  {  29. 

»  Ibid.,  3  80. 

«  Booth  V.  Goodwin,  29  Ark.  630. 
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§  578  BIGHTS   OF   CHILDREN   AND   HEIRS. 

§  577.  In  North  Carolina,  does  not  depend  upon  Indigence 
of  Children.  —  The  right  of  minor  children  to  a  homestead  haa 
been  so  much  favored  in  North  Carolina  that  it  is  held  to  exist 
irrespective  of  their  condition  as  to  the  ownership  of  other  prop* 
erty.  Thus,  to  an  application  of  such  children  for  an  apportion- 
ment of  homestead  out  of  the  lands  of  their  deceased  fathei\  it 
was  no  defense  that  they  had  inherited  from  their  mother,  who 
had  died  before  their  father,  lands  worth  about  $3,000,  which, 
lands  they  owned  at  the  time  of  his  decease.  Nor  was  it  of  any 
importance  that  there  was  a  habitable  and  comfortable  dwelling 
upon  the  land  which  the  children  had  inherited  from  their  mother. 
•*  The  homestead,"  said  the  court,  **  must  include  the  dwelling  of 
the  owner  thereof,  if  there  be  one  ;  but  a  homestead  may  be  had  of 
unimproved  land.  Otherwise,  the  poorest  and  most  needy  class 
of  all  —  viz.,  those  who  have  small  bits  of  land  which  have  no 
buildings  of  any  sort  on  them  —  would  be  excluded  from  the  bene- 
fits  of  the  act.  Homestead  is  analogous  to  dower.  A  dowress 
is  entitled  to  the  mansion  as  a  part  of  her  dower.  But,  if  the 
husband  dwelt  in  a  house  in  which  he  had  only  a  term  for  years,, 
or  a  life  estate,  she  is  nevertheless  entitled  to  dower  out  of  all 
the  lands  he  was  seized  of,  whether  they  were  improved  or  not."  * 

§  578.    But  does  depend  upon  Indebtedness  of  Father. — 

The  right  of  homestead  provided  for  the  widows  and  children  of 
deceased  persons,  by  the  foregoing  ordinances  and  statute  of 
North  Carolina,  has  been  limited  by  judicial  construction  to  casea 
where  the  husband  died  leaving  debts.  In  so  holding,  the  court, 
reasons  thus  :  '*The  purpose  of  a  homestead  law  is  to  regulate- 
between  a  debtor  and  his  creditors,  and  to  affect  other  interests 
incidentally  only,  and  to  the  least  possible  degree  consistent  with 
its  main  purpose.  The  present  act  does  not  profess  to  deal  with 
any  other  subject  but  homesteads.  To  undertake  in  it  the  regu- 
lation of  the  respective  estates  of  a  widow  and  the  heirs  when  there 
were  no  debts,  would  be  an  abrupt  and  unnatural  departure  from 
the  subject  in  hand.  We  think  the  Legislature  still  had  in  mind 
the  idea  of  a  homestead  as  property  needing  exemption,  and  that 

^  AUen  v.  Shields,  72  N.  0.  506,  opinion  by  Rodman,  J. 
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section  10  applies  only  where  there  are  creditors  of  the  deceased 
owner.  It  may  be  laid  off  as  a  protection  against  creditors,  but  it 
is  valid  and  available  against  them  only.  As  between  the  widow 
and  the  heirs,  the  estate  goes  under  the  general  laws.  It  is 
asked,  Suppose  there  be  a  small  debt,  can  the  homestead  then  be 
laid  off?  It  can.  But,  if  the  heirs  procure  the  creditor  to 
release  and  extinguish  the  debt,  the  homestead  being  no  longer 
necessary,  can  have  no  existence.  It  is  possible  that  the  act, 
under  this  or  any  other  intei*pi'etation,  may  lead  to  unexpected 
results.  But  that  is  only  what  happens  in  the  case  of  all  experi- 
mental legislation,  as  that  on  homesteads  confessedly  is.  Our 
duty  is  simply  to  ascertain  the  intent  and  meaning  of  the  act. 
If  it  shall  turn  out  to  need  amendment,  the  Legislature  can  pro- 
vide the  remedy."* 

§  579.   Not  lost  by  Failure  of  Gaardian  ad  litem  to  claim. — 

The  homestead  right  of  orphan  children  is  so  highly  appreciated 
in  North  Carolina  that  it  is  held  that  it  is  not  lost  by  a  failure 
of  their  guardian  ad  litem  to  claim  it  for  them,  in  a  case  where 
the  children  have  not  been  personally  served  with  notice.  The 
court  does  not  decide  that  a  personal  service  upon  the  infants  is 
necessary,  but  comments  severely  upon  the  pi-actice  of  remitting 
the  rights  of  infant  defendants,  without  personal  notice,  to  the 
protection  of  guardians  ad  litem  appointed  by  the  court  upon 
the  suggestion  of,  the  adverse  party.  '*  Too  often,"  says  the 
court,  **  such  an  appointment  is,  to  use  the  language  of  an  old 
lawyer  quoted  by  Blackstone,  *  commitlere  agnum  lupo.'  "  But 
the  conclusion  of  the  couil;  is  rested  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  administrator,  in  such  a  case,  to  lay  off  the  home- 
stead of  the  infant  heirs  before  he  proceed  with  the  sale.  "It 
is  true,"  the  court  continues,  '*  that  the  law  makes  no  provision 
that  an  administrator,  before  selling  lands  to  pay  the  debts  of 
the  intestate,  shall  have  the  homestead  of  the  infant  heirs  laid 
off,  as  it  does  in  the  case  of  a  shei'iff  who  levies  upon  land  under 
an  execution.*  It  would  seem,  from  the  analogy  of  the  case  of 
an  administrator  to  that  of  a  sheriff,  that  he  should  do  so.  But, 
if  he  neglects  the  duty,  his  sale,  like  that  of  a  sheriff  under  an 

1  Hager  t).  Nixon,  69  N.  C.  112. 
'  Battle's  Rev.  ch.  55,  2  !• 
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execution,  must  be  only  of  such  estate  of  the  debtor  as  may  law- 
fully be  sold.  The  purchaser  must  inquire  into  all  adverse  equi- 
ties affecting  the  estate,  and,  in  like  manner,  into  the  rights  of 
the  children  or  widow  to  a  homestead."^ 


ARTICLE  IV.  — Incidents  of  the  Right  under  partiouijlr  Statutes. 

1,   In  New  Hampshire, 

§  582.  Under  New  Hampshire  Act  of  1851.  —  In  New  Hamp- 
shire the  widow  who  continued,  after  the  decease  of  her  husband, 
to  occupy  the  dwelling  which  constituted  the  family  home  at  the 
time  of  his  death  was  entitled,  under  the  act  of  July  4,  1851,  to  a 
homestead,  to  be  assigned  to  her  out  of  the  estate,  to  the  value 
of  $500 ;  and  her  right  of  homestead  was  paramount  to  the  claims 
of  creditors,  heirs,  and  devisees,  so  long  as  she  continued  to 
occupy.*  The  nature  of  the  right  thus  conferred  upon  her,  a^ 
affected  by  an  alienation  of  the  premises  by  her  husband  without 
her  concurrence,  and  by  her  compulsory  or  voluntary  abandon- 
ment of  them  during  his  life-time,  has  been  elsewhere  shown.' 
It  remains  to  consider  one  or  two  features  not  there  presented, 

§  583.    Continiied — Homestead  in  mortgragred  Estates.  —  In 

that  state  the  following  rules  in  relation  to  dower  ih  mortgaged 
estates  are  said  to  be  well  settled  :  1.  That  a  widow  is  entitled 
to  dower  in  au  equity  of  redemption  in  real  estate  of  her  late 
husband,  against  all  persons  except  the  mortgagee  or  those  claim- 
ing under  him.  2.  She  cannot  be  endowed,  as  against  the  mort- 
gagee, except  by  payment  of  the  whole  mortgage  debt.  3.  But, 
as  against  any  one  having  an  interest  in  the  redemption,  and  who 
has  actually  redeemed  the  mortgage,  she  can  be  endowed  upon 
payment  of  contribution.  4.  If  the  administrator  redeems  the 
mortgage,  by  applying  to  that  purpose  assets  of  the  estate,  then 
the  widow  takes  dower  without  contribution.  *    The  same  princi- 


1  AUen  V.  Shields,  72  N.  C.  607,  per  Rodman,  J. 

»  Noma  V,  Moulton,  84  N.  H.  8»2. 

«  Ante,  II  600-«)7. 

*  Norris  V.  Morrison,  46  N.  H.  498;  Cass  r.  Martin,  6  N.  H.  26;  Robinson  v.  Bates, 
8  Mete.  (Mass.)  40 ;  Robinson  v.  Leavitt,  7  N.  H.  1Q2 ;  Rossiter v.  Cossitt,  16  N.  R  88 ; 
Hastings  v.  Stevens,  29  N.  H.  664 ;  Woods  v.  Wallace,  80  N.  H.  884. 
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pies  are  held  to  apply  with  reference  to  the  assignment  of  a 
widow's  homestead.  If  there  be  a  mortgage  lien  paramount  to  the 
homestead  right,  this  constitutes  no  ground  of  objection  to  the 
assignment  of  the  homestead.  The  right  attaches  in  favor  of  the 
widow  as  against  all  persons  except  such  as  hold  under  the  mort- 
gage ;  the  estate  in  this  particular  being  treated  as  though  it  were 
free  from  the  incumbrance.  The  rights  of  the  mortgagee,  of 
course,  remain  unaffected  by  the  assignment.  Its  operation  is 
merely  to  give  the  widow  the  right  to  hold  the  homestead  assigned 
to  her  until  proceedings  to  enforce  the  paramount  right  under  the 
mortgage.  If  the  mortgage  debt  is  discharged  by  the  adminis- 
trator, she  then  holds  her  homestead,  of  the  value  of  $500,  free 
from  the  incumbrance,  the  appraisal  being  nvide  as  though  the 
estate  were  unincumbered.  If  the  debt  is  not  paid  by  the  ad- 
ministrator, she  will  have  the  right  to  redeem  and  hold  the  entire 
estate  under  the  mortgage,  as  assignee,  until  such  amount  be  paid 
to  her  as,  upon  principles  of  law,  others  interested  in  the  re- 
demption of  the  mortgage  may  be  bound  to  pay.^  After  the 
decease  of  the  mortgageor,  if  the  equity  of  redemption  is  pur- 
chased by  the  mortgagee,  the  two  estates  —  that  under  the  mort- 
gage and  the  equity  of  redemption  —  become  merged,  as  though 
some  person  had  purchased  the  equity  and  then  redeemed  the 
mortgage  ;  and  in  such  case  the  widow  may  hold  her  dower  and 
homestead,  discharged  from  the  mortgage,  by  paying  contribu- 
tion only.  In  such  case  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  dower  and 
homestead,  or  either  of  them,  be  first  assigned,  or  the  equity  be 
first  sold ;  since  the  owners  of  these  interests,  in  either  case, 
stand  on  the  same  ground  in  equity,  their  separate  estates  com- 
mencing, not  from  the  time  of  assignment  or  sale,  but  from  the 
death  of  the  intestate.  Hence  the  mortgage  debt  is  to  be  shared 
between  the  owner  of  the  equity  of  redemption  and  the  widow 
having  dower  and  homestead,  according  to  the  relative  value  of 
the  proportion  of  mortgaged  property  held  by  each.' 

■ 

§  584.    Under  New   Hampshire   Act  of   1868.  —  The   New 

Hampshire  law  of  1851  has  been  repealed  by  the  General  Stat- 

>  Norris  V.  Moulton,  84  N.  H.  899;  Norris  v.  Morrison,  45  N.  H.  498. 
'  l^orrU  V,  MomBon,  supra, 
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xites  of  1868.^  The  distinguishing  feature  of  the  present  statute 
is  that  by  it  the  homestead  privilege  is  given  in  terms,  not  to  the 
debtor  himself,  but  to  *'  the  wife,  widow,  and  children  of  every 
debtor."  That  portion  of  the  statute  material  to  show  the 
nature  of  the  right  is  as  follows  :  **  The  wife,  widow,  and  chil- 
dren of  every  debtor  who  is  owner  of  a  homestead,  or  of  any 
interest  therein,  occupied  by  himself  and  his  family,  shall  be 
entitled  to  so  much  of  said  homestead  or  interest  as  shall  not 
exceed  in  value  five  hundred  dollars,  as  against  the  creditors  of 
such  debtor  and  his  grantees,  for  and  during  the  life  of  such  wife 
or  widow  and  the  minority  of  such  children.'  No  deed  or 
mortgage,  made  by  such  debtor  only,  shall  affect  or  impair  the 
interest  of  such  wife,  widow,  or  children  ;  but  a  mortgage  made 
at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  such  homestead,  to  secure  the 
purchase-money  or  part  thereof,  shall  be  valid.*  The  deed  of 
the  husband  a^d  wife,  or,  if  the  wife  is  insane,  the  deed  of  the 
husband  with  the  approval  of  the  judge  of  probate,  shall  be 
effectual  to  bar  such  right  of  homestead."*  But  it  is  seen  that 
this  statute,  while  apparently  intended  to  enlarge  the  homestead 
right  of  the  widow,  in  fact  diminishes  it,  by  making  the  exemp- 
tion extend  only  aorainst  the  creditor  of  the  husband  and  his 
grantees.  It  creates  no  exemption  in  favor  of  the  widow  as 
against  the  husband's  Iieira.  And,  although  this  may  have  been 
a  legislative  blunder,  it  has  been  held  that  the  courts  cannot 
correct  it  by  construction.  The  Legislature  only  can  correct  its 
own  mistakes.  Therefore,  where  the  owner  and  occupant  of  a 
homestead  died  solvent,  leaving  a  widow  and  two  adult  heirs, 
and  the  widow  continued  to  occupy  the  home  place  after  his 
death,  it  was  held  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  an  assignment  of 
homestead  therein.* 

§  585.    Continued  —  Amendatory  Act  of  1868.  —  This  legis- 
lative mistake  was  very  soon  after  corrected  by  an  amendment, 

1  Ch.  278,  i  14.    This  repeal  took  effect  January  1, 186S.    Spaulding's  Appeal,  62 
N.  H.  889. 

*  Gen.  Stat  N.  H.,  ed.  1867,  p.  258,  2  1. 
»  JHd.,  I  2.    ^ 

•  Ibid.,  i  8. 

»  Spaulding's  Appeal,  62  N.  H.  886. 
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which  provided  in  substance  that  the  wife,  widow,  and  children 
of  every  person  who  is  the  owner  of  a  homestead  occupied  by 
himself  or  herself,  and  his  or  her  family,  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
homestead,  etc.,  as  against  the  creditors^  grantees^  and  heirs  of 
such  person.^  Comparing  this  amendment  with  the  provisions 
of  the  General  Statutes,  and  also  with  the  law  of  1851 ,  the  New 
Hampshire  court  holds  that,  under  the  last-named  act,  the  right 
of  the  wife,  during  the  life  of  her  husband,  to  a  homestead  which 
has  not  been  set  off  or  assigned,  is  not  such  an  interest  or  estate 
in  the  land  as  will  bar  an  action  of  trespass  quare  dausum  fregity 
brought  by  a  creditor  of  the  husband  whose  execution  has  been 
extended  upon  the  land.  It  is  also  held  that,  under  the  law  of 
1868,'  the  wife  may,  in  certain  cases,  have  a  homestead  set  off 
and  assigned  during  the  life  of  the  husband.  But  until  it  is 
thus  assigned  her  right  of  homestead  does  not  constitute  a  vested 
estate  or  interest  in  such  land,  nor  such  an  estate  as  can  be  as- 
signed or  set  up  as  a  defense  to  a  writ  of  entry,  or  an  action 
of  quare  dausum  fregity  in  favor  of  such  creditor.  And,  even 
thous^h  the  value  of  the  whole  real  estate  in  which  the  homestead 
is  claimed  is  less  than  $500,  it  does  not  change  the  result.  The 
only  way  the  value  of  the  premises  as  a  homestead  can  be  ascer- 
tained is  upon  a  proceeding,  in  some  of  the  ways  provided  by 
law,  to  have  the  homestead  set  out  and  assigned.' 


^  Stat  N.  H.  June,  1868,  ch.  1,  {  88. 

'  IHd,,  {  86,  which,  amending  the  General  Statutes,  providea  that  the  judge 
of  probate,  on  petition  after  the  death  of  such  person  [the  owner  of  the  home- 
stead], or  any  conveyance  by  him  when  made,  may  cause  such  homestead  to  be 
be  set  off  in  the  same  manner  as  dower  may  be  assigned  by  him.  "  Under  this  pro- 
vision of  the  law,"  said  the  court,  'Hhe  wife  would  seem  to  have  the  right  to  have  a 
homestead  assigned  during  the  life  of  the  husband,  in  lands  which  he  has  conveyed, 
and  in  which  conveyance  the  wife  has  not  joined ;  but  we  suppose  that  would  only  be 
in  case  the  debtor  had  no  other  homestead  for  his  wife  and  family.  Neither  the  hus- 
band nor  wife,  in  this  case,  loses  the  right  of  dower  by  not  making  their  application  to 
have  it  assigned  when  the  estate  was  set  off  on  execution.*'  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H. 
268.  And  although  the  husband  is  still  living,  yet,  if  the  setoff  on  execution  in  this 
case,  which  is  a  kind  of  statute  conveyance,  is  to  be  regarded  as  a  conveyance  by  the 
husband,  within  the  meaning  of  this  section  86  of  the  law  of  June,  1868,  chapter  1, 
then  the  judge  of  probate  might  assign  to  the  wife,  in  this  case,  a  homestead."  Tidd 
V.  Quinn,  62  N.  H.  844,  opinion  by  Sargent,  C.  J. 

•  Ibid.,  841. 
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2,    In  Vei*mcmt. 

§  586.  In  Vermont,  Widow  takes  the  Pee.  —  The  contingent 
right  of  homestead,  elsewhere  defined,  as  existing  in  Vermont,^ 
though  it  is  inferior  to  the  right  of  dower  in  respect  of  the  inci- 
dent that  the  husband  may,  during  coVeiture,  extinguish  it 
entirely,  by  abandoning  the  premises  and,  by  virtue  of  his 
authority  as  head  of  the  family,  compelling  the  wife  and  children 
to  follow  him  ;  ^  and  although  it  is  inferior  to  dower  in  respect  of 
the  fact  that  it  is  limited  in  acreage  and  value,  yet  in  Vermont 
it  is  superior  to  dower  in  respect  of  the  fact  that,  upon 
the  death  of  the  husband,  the  widow  takes,  not  merely  a 
life  estate  in  the  premises  admeasured  to  her,  but  an  absolute 
title  in  fee.* 

§  587.  The  same  Rule  adopted  in  Missonri.  —  The  same 
view  was  adopted  in  Missouri,  under  a  statute  which  is  a  sub- 
stantial transcript  of  the  5th  section  of  the  present  statute  of 
Vermont.*  In  determining  that  this  statute  operates  to  pass  to 
the  widow,  or,  if  there  be  children,  to  the  widow  and  children, 
a  fee-simple  absolute  estate,  which  upon  her  death  goes  to  her 
heirs,  lineal  or  collateral,  to  the  exclusion  of  her  husband's  heirs, 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  have  yielded  to  the  rule  of  con- 
struction that,  where  a  foreign  statute  is  adopted  as  a  part  of  the 
domestic  code,  the  presumption  is  that  the  Legislature  intended 
to  adopt  it  with  the  construction  placed  upon  it  by  the  courts  of 
the  country  from  which  it  was  borrowed. 

1  Ante,  {  609. 

«  Howe  p.  Adams,  28  Vt.  545. 

*  Doane  v,  Doane,  88  Vt.  652 ;  Day  r.  Adams,  42  Vt  617. 

*  Skouton  0.  Wood,  67  Mo.  880.  The  statute  (1  Wag.  Mo.  Stat  698,  {  5)  reads :  **If 
any  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall  die  leaving  a  widow  or  any  minor 
children,  his  homestead  to  the  value  aforesaid  shall  pass  to,  and  vest  in,  such  widow 
or  children,  or,  if  there  be  both,  to  such  widow  and  children,  without  being  subject  to 
the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased,  unless  legally  charged  thereon  in  his  life- 
time ;  and  such  widow  and  children,  respectively,  shall  take  the  same  estate  therein 
of  which  the  deceased  died  seized;  provided  that  such  children  shall  by  force  of  this 
chapter  only  have  an  interest  in  such  homestead  until  they  shall  attain  their  majority ; 
and  the  Probate  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  of  such  deceased  housekeeper 
or  head  of  a  family  shall,  when  necessary,  appoint  three  commissioners  to  set  out 
such  homestead  to  the  person  or  persons  entitled  thereto." 
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§  588.  Hut  repealed  b3'  Statute.  —  This  rule,  entirely  foreign 
to  the  design  and  policy  of  homestead  hiws,  was  repealed  by  the 
Legislature  of  Missouri,  at  its  next  session,  by  a  statute  reading 
as  follows ;  '*  If  any  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall 
die  leaving  a  widow  or  any  minor  children,  his  homestead  to  the 
value  aforesaid  shall  pass  to,  and  vest  in,  such  widow  or  children, 
or,  if  there  be  both,  to  such  widow  and  children,  and  shall  con- 
tinue for  their  benefit  without  being  subject  to  the  payment  of 
the  debts  of  the  deceased,  unless  legally  charged  thereon  in  his 
life-time,  until  the  youngest  child  shall  attain  its  legal  majority, 
and  until  the  death  of  such  widow ;  and  such  homestead  shall, 
upon  the  death  of  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family,  be  lim- 
ited to  that  period.  But  all  the  right,  title,  and  interest  of  the 
deceased  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  in  the  premises,  except 
the  estate  of  the  homestead  thus  continued,  shall  be  subject  to 
the  laws  relating  to  devise,  descent,  dower,  partition  and  sale 
for  the  payment  of  debts  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased,  and 
the  Probate  Court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  estate  of  the  de- 
ceased housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall,  when  necessary, 
appoint  three  commissioners  to  set  out  such  homestead  to  the 
person  or  persons  entitled  thereto.'*^ 

§  589.    Continued —  Right  not  waived  by  Acts  in  Pais*  —  And 

since  the  wife's  right  of  homestead  becomes,  on  the  death  of  the 
husband,  a  vested  rights  it  is  not  waived  by  failing  to  demand  its 
admeasurement  at  the  time  dower  is  admeasured,  under  a  statute 
which  is  silent  as  to  the  time  when  it  shall  be  set  out.  It  was  so 
held  where  the  claim  of  homestead  was  made  by  the  widow  two 
vears  after  the  assisrnment  of  her  dower,  but  while  the  settlement 
of  the  estate  was  still  pending  in  the  Probate  Court.^  And  where 
the  widow  and  minor  children  continued  to  occupy  the  homestead 
for  two  years  after  the  death  of  the  husband  and  father,  after 
the  lapse  of  which  time  it  was  sold  by  the  administrator  under 

»  Laws  Mo.  1876,  p.  60,  {  1- 

*  Doane  o.  Doane,  88  Yt  649.  In  this  case  it  was  also  intimated,  though  the  record 
did  not  fairly  raise  the  question,  that  the  widow's  right  of  homestead  would  not  he 
affected  hy  a  partition  among  the  heirs,  in  a  proceeding  to  which  she  was  not  made  a 
party;  hut  this  ia  too  ohvious  to  require  discussion. 
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an  order  of  the  Probate  Court,  made  on  the  application  of  the 
widow  and  children,  and  thev  received  most  of  the  avails  of  the 
sale,  it  was  held  that  the  widow  and  children  had  not  waived 
their  homestead  right  in  favor  of  a  prior  grantee  of  the  husband 
alone,  by  thus  petitioning  for  a  sale  of  the  homestead  ;  these  acts, 
on  the  contrary,  showed  an  assertion  of  their  homestead  right, 
not  an  abandonment  of  it.* 

§  590.  Xot  affected  by  Husband's  sole  Deed.  — It  further  re- 
sults from  this  rule  that  a  deed  made  by  the  husband  alone,  of 
premises  occupied  as  a  homestead  down  to  the  time  of  his  death, 
and  never  worth  more  than  the  statutory  limit  of  value,  did  not, 
after  his  death,  the  wife  and  children  surviving  and  continuing  to 
occupy  the  premises  as  their  home,  constitute  even  an  incum- 
brance upon  the  estate.  Hence,  where  the  premises  were  subse- 
quently sold  by  order  of  the  Probate  Court,  upon  the  petition  of 
the  widow  and  minor  children,  the  purchaser  took  a  clear  title, 
and  could  not,  therefore,  maintain  an  action  against  the  adoiims- 
trator  for  a  breach  of  the  covenants  in  his  deed,  growing  out  of 
the  prior  conveyance  made  by  his  intestate.^  •*  This,"  said  the 
court,  "  results  from  the  provisions  of  the  homestead  law,  in  force 
at  the  date  of  the  deed,  prohibiting  the  alienation  of  such  home- 
stead except  by  the  joint  deed  of  husband  and  wife,  and  provid- 
ing that,  on  the  death  of  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  the  family, 
his  homestead,  of  th«  value  of  $500,  shall  wholly  pass  to  his 
widow  and  children  in  due  course  of  descent,  without  being  sub- 
ject to  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the  deceased."  • 

3.   In  California. 

§  591.    Homestead   of   surviving   Wife  in    California.  —  In 

California,  as  already  seen,  the  homestead  is  a  species  of  joint 
tenancy.*  The  distinguishing  feature  of  a  title  by  joint  tenancy 
is  that  the  entire  tenancy  or  estate,  upon  the  death  of  one  of 
the  joint  tenants,  goes  to  the  survivor,  and  vests  in  him  abso- 

1  Day  V.  Adams,  42  Vt  510. 
«  Ibid. 

*  IHd.y  616,  opinion  by  Peck,  J. 
«  Ante,  il  618-619. 
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lutely.^  From  this  the  Supreme  Court  cf  Califoniia  infer  that 
the  iuteution  of  the  Legislature  of  that  state,  in  passing  the  stat- 
ute which  dedares  that  the  homestead  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
held  by  husband  and  wife  in  joint  tenancy,'  was  that  it  should 
vest  in  the  surviving  husband  or  wife  absolutely,  and  not  descend 
to  the  heirs  of  either.*  The  tests  by  which  it  is  ascertained  are 
the  same,  when  the  question  arises  between  the  heirs  of  a  sur- 
viving spouse  and  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  spouse,  as  in  other 
cases.^  The  surviving  wife  inherits  the  actual  homestead — that 
is,  the  dwelling-houfle  Aud  land  to  bring  the  value  of  the  reser- 
vation up  to  $5,000.  This  value  is  that  which  the  land  bore  at 
the  time  of  the  husband's  death,  and  not  what  it  bore  at  the  time 
the  declaration  was  filed,  nor  at  any  previous  time.  Accord- 
ingly, when  the  surviving  wife  petitions  to  have  the  homestead 
set  off  to  her,  she  must  sliow  to  the  Probate  Court  what  was  the 
homestead  at  the  time  of  the  husband's  death,  and  what  was  its 
value  at  that  time ;  and  the  court  should  restrict  the  quantity  of 
land  set  off  to  her  to  an  amount  worth  $5,000  or  less,  regardless 
of  the  quantity  described  in  the  declaration  of  homestead.  It  is 
not  sufficient  in  such  a  proceeding  for  the  wife  to  prove  that,  at 
the  time  the  declaration  was  filed,  several  years  before  her  hus- 
band's death,  the  homestead  described  in  the  declaration  was 
worth  less  than  $5,000.^  In  this  state,  if  the  lands  of  the  deceased 
husband  are  incumbered  and  cannot  be  partitioned  without  ma- 
terial injury,  the  Probate  Court  may  direct  them  to  be  sold  and 
the  homestead  set  apart  out  of  the  proceeds.* 

4.   In  Iowa. 

§  592.  Not  an  Bstate^  but  an  Exemption.  —  In  Iowa  the 
doctrine  of  the  early  California  cases  —  that  the  homestead  is  an 
estate  resembling  joint  tenancy  at  common  law,  with  the  incident 
of  survivorship  —  has  been  denied,  audit  is  there  said  that  '*  the 
homestead  statute  is  simply  a  statute  of  exetnjptionj  rather  than 

L  4  Kent's  Com.  858. 

»  Ante,  I  615. 

>  Bstate  of  James,  23  Gal.  416. 

*  Ante,  i  105. 

»  Estate  of  Delaney,  87  Gal.  180. 

•  McGauley's  Estate,  50  Gal.  544. 
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a  law  conferring  affirmative  rights."^  The  statute  of  that  state, 
after  defining  the  homestead  exemption  as  to  its  extent  and  value, 
contains  the  following  provisions:  **A  conveyance  or  incum- 
brance by  the  owner  is  of  no  validity  unless  the  husband  and 
wife,  if  the  owner  is  married,  concur  in  and  sign  such  convey- 
ance."* **Upon  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife,  the  sur- 
vivor may  continue  to  possess  and  occupy  the  whole  homestead 
until  it  is  otherwise  disposed  of  according  to  law."'  **But,  if 
there  be  no  such  survivor,  the  homestead  descends  to  the  issue 
of  either  husband  or  wife,  according  to  the  general  rules  of 
descent,  unless  otherwise  directed  by  will,  and  is  to  be  held  by 
such  issue  exempt  from  any  antecedent  debts  of  their  parents  or 
their  own."*  **  If  there  is  no  such  survivor  or  issue,  the  home- 
stead is  liable  to  be  sold  for  the  payment  of  any  debts  to  which 
it  might  at  that  time  be  subjected  if  it  had  never  been  held  as  a 
homestead."*  **  Subject  to  the  rights  of  the  surviving  husband 
or  wife,  as  declared  by  law,  the  homestead  may  be  devised  like 
other  real  estate  of  the  testator."* 

§  593.  Bights  of  surviving  Spouse  —  Of  Heirs.  —  These  sec- 
tions, construed  together,  are  held  to  mean  that  upon  the  death 
of  one  of  the  spouses  the  other  may  possess  and  occupy  the  en- 
tire homestead,  regardless  of  the  question  which  spouse  was  the 
owner  of  the  fee,  and  regardless  of  the  fact  of  issue  or  no  issue ; ' 
and,  hence,  if  there  be  heirs,  they  will  not,  during  such  occupancy 
by  the  surviving  spouse,  be  entitled  to  partition.®  And  a  second 
marriage  of  the  surviving  wife  will  not  deprive  her  of  this  right 
of  occupancy.^ 

^  Burns  v.  Eeas,  21  Iowa,  257,  opinion  by  Cole,  J. 

s  Bev.  1860,  i  2279;  retained,  substantially,  in  the  Code  of  1878,  {  1990. 

»  Ibid.,  i  2295;  Ibid.,  i  2007. 

•  Ibid.,  i  2296 ;  Ibid.,  {  2008. 
6  Ibid.,  i  2297 ;  Ibid.,  {  2009. 

•  Ibid.,  i  2298;  Ibid.,  J  2010. 

^  Cole,  J.,  in  Burns  v.  Keas,  21  Iowa,  257 ;  Nicholas  v.  Purczell,  21  Iowa,  266 ; 
Dodds  V.  Dodds,  26  Iowa,  811 ;  Orman  v.  Orman,  26  Iowa,  861.  The  surviving  widow 
is  the  head  of  the  family,  as  to  the  homestead,  and  entitled  to  the  rents  of  and  profits, 
as  much  so  as  the  husband  would  be,  if  living.  So  held  under  the  Code  of  1860, 
where  the  question  arose  collaterally. '  Floyd  v.  Hosier,  1  Iowa,  512. 

8  Ibid. 

•  Nicholas  p.  Purczell,  21  Iowa,  266. 
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§  594.  Continued. — The  fee  does  not  descend  to  the  surviving 
spouse  as  such  sumvor,  but  descends  to  the  issue  of  whichever 
spouse  had  the  legal  title,  subject  to  the  right  of  the  surviving 
spouse  to  occupy  it  as  a  homestead.^  The  facts  of  the  case  in 
which  this  rule  was  announced  furnish  an  instructive  application 
of  it.  A,  a  widow  without  children,  owner  of  a  lot  of  ground, 
intermarried  with  B,  a  widower  with  six  children,  and  upon  this 
lot  they  estsiblished  their  family  homestead,  B  having  erected  a 
dwelling  thereon.  There  were  no  issue  of  the  marriage.  A 
died,  leaving  B  in  occupancy  of  the  homestead,  with  his  chil- 
dren, three  of  whom  were  minors.  Soon  after,  B  died,  leaving 
his  children  in  possession  of  the  premises.  In  a  suit  for  this 
property,  brought  by  the  collateral  heirs  of  A  against  the  chil- 
dren and  heirs  at  law  of  B,  it  was  held  that,  when  A  died,  B 
did  not  take  the  whole  as  survivor,  but  took  one-half  under  the 
ordinary  statutes  of  descent,  and  that  the  plaintiffs  were,  hence, 
entitled  to  judgment  for  an  undivided  one-half  exclusive  of  the 
improvements.* 

§  595.  Continued  —  Rigrht  not  alienable.  —  The  homestead 
of  the  surviving  spouse,  then,  is  a  mere  personal  right  depending 
upon  occupancy,*  the  statute  providing  that,  **  upon  the  death  of 
either  husband  or  wife,  the  survivor  may  continue  to  occupy  the 
whole  homestead  until  it  is  otherwise  disposed  of  according  to 
law.'**  This  right  is  not  subject  to  alienation.  No  valuable  in- 
terest in  it  can  pass  by  virtue  of  a  mortgage ;  since,  upon  fore- 
closure and  the  eviction  of  the  moi-tgageor,  his  homestead  right 
would  cease,  and  the  property  would  pass  unincumbered  to  the 
heir  or  devisee.* 

§  596.  Xot  even  for  Reinvestment.  —  In  an  earlier  case,  where 
a  husband  died  invested  with  title  to  homestead,  it  was  held  that, 
since  his  widow  did  not  take  the  fee  as  his  survivor,  she  could  not, 

1  Bums  V.  Eeas,  21  Iowa,  267 ;  Size  v.  Size,  24  Iowa,  580;  Cotton  v.  Wood,  25  Iowa, 
48,48. 

*  Bums  V.  Eeas,  supra . 

*  Butterfleld  o.  Wicks,  44  Iowa,  810;  Johnson  v.  Gaylord,  41  Iowa,  861. 

*  Code  1878,  {  2007. 

*  Butterfleld  v.  Wicks,  supron 
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after  a  second  mairiage,  abandon,  sell,  and  convey  the  same  to 
another,  with  the  view  of  investing  the  proceeds  in  another 
homestead ;  and  that,  in  case  of  such  a  sale  and  abandonment, 
the  children  would  be  entitled  to  partition.  But  it  was  thought 
that  "  perhaps  a  court  of  chancery  might  authorize  such  a  change, 
upon  proper  application,  it  taking  care  to  see  that  the  title  to  the 
new  homestead  shall  be  held  the  same  as  the  old."^  The  same 
court  afterwards  held  that  the  surviving  wife  has  not  such  an  in- 
terest in  her  husband's  realty  as  will  authorize  a  court  of  equity 
to  sell  it  and  invest  the  proceeds  in  another  homestead,  unless 
the  heir  is  made  a  party  to  the  suit.^ 

§  597.  Abandonment  of  Homestead  by  Survivor.  —  In  one 
case  it  is  held  that  the  surviving  wife  may  lose  this  right  by 
abandonment,  as  in  other  cases,  in  which  case  she  becomes  a  tenant 
in  common  with  the  heirs.'  But  in  the  same  state  it  is  held  that 
if  there  be  no  surviving  spouse  to  claim  the  homestead,  the  heirs 
take  it  free  ft-om  the  debts  of  the  deceased  owner.*  It  is  also 
held  that  occupancy  by  the  heirs  is  not  necessaiy  in  order  to  pro- 
tect it  from  the  ancestor's  debts.*  Therefore,  an  abandoment  of 
the  homestead  by  the  widow  will  not,  if  there  be  surviving  heirs, 
render  it  liable  to  the  deceased  husband's  debts.* 

5.  In  Georgia, 

§  598.  Xature  of  the  Rigrht  in  Georgria.  —  The  Constitution 
of  Georgia  recites  that  '*  each  head  of  a  fjimily,  or  guardian  or 
trustee  of  a  family  of  minor  children,  shall  be  entitled  to  a 
homestead  of  the  value  of  two  thousand  dollars  in  specie,  and 
personal  property  to  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars  in  specie, 
both  to  be  valued  at  the  time  they  are  set  apai-t."  ^  This  pro- 
vision means  that  a  widow  and  minor  children  of  a  deceased  per- 
son may  have  a  homestead  out  of  his  estate  as  against  his  cred- 

^  Size  V.  Siz^  24  Iowa,  580,  opinion  by  Dillon,  J. 

•  Palmer  v.  Blair,  26  Iowa,  230. 

•  Orman  v.  Orman,  26  Iowa,  361. 

*■  Johnson  v.  G^ylord,  41  Iowa,  366. 
»  Ibid, 

•  Ibid.     See,  ante,  JJ  248,  550. 

»  Const  Ga.  1868,  art.  7,  J  1 ;  Code  1878,  J  5185. 
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itorsy  to  he  laid  off  just  as  it  would  have  been  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  husband  and  father  prior  to  his  death.^  In  opposi- 
tion to  an  admeasurement  of  homestead  to  minor  heirs,  it  is  not 
competent  for  creditors  to  plead  the  rights  of  adult  heirs  at  law, 
but  they  may  make  objections  to  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings, contest  the  right  of  the  applicants  to  be  considered  the 
**  family  of  minors  of  the  deceased,'*  and  make  any  other  issues 
proper  to  be  made  before  the  ordinaiy,  as  provided  by  the  stat- 
ute for  the  setting  aside  the  homestead.*  The  mere  fact  that  a 
creditor  advised  the  widow  to  have  a  homestead  set  apart  in  the 
property  of  her  deceased  husband  will  not  estop  him  from  levy- 
ing on  it  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  provided  his  debt  is 
superior  to  the  right  of  homestead.' 

6.   In  Texas. 

§  599.  In  Texas,  guaranteed  by  Constitution. — The  early 
Constitution  of  Texas  defined  *«  the  homestead  of  a  family  ;*'  pro- 
vided that  it  **  shall  not  be  subject  to  forced  sale  for  any  debts 
hereafter  contracted,  nor  shall  the  owner,  if  a  married  man,  be 
at  liberty  to  alienate  the  same  unless  by  the  consent  of  the  wife, 
in  such  manner  as  the  Legislature  may  hereafter  point  out."* 
In  an  early  case  the  view  was  expressed  that  this  constitutional 
provision,  of  its  own  force,  guaranteed  a  continuance  of  the 
homestead  to  the  surviving  head  of  the  family,  upon  the  death 
of  either  spouse ;  that,  if  it  consisted  of  community  property,  it 
excluded  the  operation  of  the  statute  which  provided  for  the 
partition  of  such  property ;  but  that,  if  it  consisted  of  the  separate 
property  of  the  deceased,  further  legislation  would  be  required 
to  designate  and  exempt  it  from  execution  for  the  sole  use  of  the 
survivor.*  **  The  very  object  of  the  grant  would  be  defeated," 
said  the  court,  **  if,  on  the  death  of  either  husband  or  wife,  the 
property  exempted  in  the  life-time  of  either,  and  in  which  they 
were  jointly  interested,  be  instantly  subjected  to  debts  which, 
in  their  creation  and  existence,  up  to  that  moment,  the  creditors 

1  Hodo  V.  Johnson,  40  Ga.  489 ;  Roff  o.  Johnson,  40  Ga.  555. 

'  Roff  V,  Johnson,  supra. 

»  Van  Dyke  v.  Kilgo,  64  Ga.  551. 

*  Const.  1846,  art  7,  J  22. 

*  Wood  V.  Wheeler,  7  Texas,  21,  pet-  Hemphill,  C.  J. 
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were  inhibited  by  law  from  regarding  as  a  fund  from  which, 
by  possibility,  they  could  be  satisfied."^ 

§  600.  Nature  of  community  Property  in  Texas.  —  The  stat- 
ute law  of  Texas,  preserving  the  idea  of  a  matrimonial  copart* 
nership  between  the  spouses,  has  declared  husband  and  wife 
common  owners  of  the  property  contributed  by  either  to  the 
common  use  of  both,  designating  it  as  **  brought  into  the  mar- 
riage." The  statute  also  declares  that  the  acquisitions  and  gains 
accruing  during  marriage,  whether  of  the  husband  or  of  the  wife, 
shall  be  the  common  property  of  both.  But  the  terms  **  acquisi- 
tions and  gains"  do  not  include  anything  in  the  way  of  gift, 
devise,  descent,  or  increase,  whether  acquired  before  or  after  the 
marriage.  The  community  property  stands  upon  a  foundation 
entirely  different  from  that  whereon  rests  the  separate  property  of 
either  spouse.  The  common  property  may  be  sold  by  the  hus- 
band during  the  conjugal  partnership,  and  is  liable  for  his  debts 
and  the  wife's  necessaries.  But,  on  the  decease  of  either  spouse, 
it  descends  to  the  survivor,  if  there  be  no  child  or  children ;  and, 
if  there  be  either  child  or  children  of  the  marriage,  one-half  vests 
in  them  jointly  and  the  other  half  in  the  surviving  widow  or 
husband.^  In  respect  to  the  separate  property  of  either  spouse, 
the  owner  may  deal  with  it  as  he  or  she  pleases.  The  marked 
and  broad  distinction  between  the  respective  rights  is  that  the 
community  property  is  not  the  subject  of  devise,  while  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  either  spouse  is  subject  to  the  will  of  the  owner. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  there  are  two  important  facts  to  be 
carried  in  the  mind  when  the  interest  or  estate  conferred  by  the 
homestead  law  is  under  examination,  namely,  whether  the  home- 
stead is  fixed  upon  the  separate  property  of  one  spouse,  or 
whether  it  is  fixed  upon  the  community  property  —  that  is,  upon 
the  common  property  of  both  spouses. 

§  601.  Nature  of  separate  Property.  —  Without  entering  into 
details,  it  may  be  stated  that  by  the  law  of  Texas,  borrowed 
from  the  Spanish  civil  law,  all  property,  both  real  or  personal, 

1  Wood  V.  Wheeler,  7  Texas,  21,  per  Hemphill,  C.  J. 
*  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  arts.  4642-1648. 
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of  either  spouse,  owned  by  him  or  her  before  the  marriage  or 
acquired  afterwards  by  gift,  devise,  or  descent,  remains  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  such  spouse,  subject  to  the  sole  management 
of  the  husband  during  coverture.^  Upon  the  death  of  either 
spouse,  the  surviving  spouse  takes  one-third  of  the  personalty, 
and  a  life  estate  in  one-third  of  the  realty ;  the  rest  is  distrib- 
uted in  a  manner  not  material  to  this  discussion.' 

§  602.   Homesteads  under  the  Texas  Xiaw  of  1848.  —  By  the 

probate  law  of  Teitas,  passed  in  1848,*  it  was  enacted  that  the 
chief  justice  of  the  County  Court  **  shall  set  apart  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  widow  and  children,  if  there  be  either  or  any, 
all  such  property  as  may  be  exempted  from  execution  or  forced 
sale  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  this  state,  with  the  exception 
of  any  exemption  of  one  year's  supply  of  provisions  ;  and,  in  case 
there  should  not  be  among  the  eflfects  of  the  deceased  all  or  any 
of  the  specific  articles  so  exempted,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
chief  justice  to  make  an  allowance  in  lieu  thereof  to  the  widow 
and  children,  or  such  of  them  as  there  be,  which  allowance  shall 
be  paid  by  the  executor  or  administrator,  either  in  money  out  of 
the  first  funds  of  the  estate  that  may  come  to  his  hands,  or  in 
any  property  of  the  deceased  that  such  widow  or  children  may 
choose  to  take  at  the  appraisement,  or  a  part  thereof  in  both,  as 
they  may  select.  If  there  be  no  property  of  the  deceased  that 
such  widow  and  children  are  willing  to  take  for  such  allowance, 
or  not  a  sufficiency,  and  there  be  no  funds,  or  not  sufficient 
funds,  of  the  estate  in  the  hands  of  such  executor  or  administra- 
tor to  pay  such  allowance,  or  any  part  thereof,  it  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  chief  justice,  op  the  application  of  such  widow  and 
children,  to  order  a  sale  of  so  much  of  the  estate  for  cash  as  will 
be  sufficient  to  raise  the  amount  of  such  allowance,  or  a  part 
thereof,  as  the  case  may  require.  Such  allowance  shall  be  paid 
in  the  following  manner:  If  there  be  a  widow  and  no  children, 
the  whole  to  be  paid  to  the  widow.     If  there  be  a  child  or  chil- 

'  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  art.  4641. 
«  Ibid,,  art.  3422. 

»  Act  March  20,  1848,  {  45;  Hart.  Dig.  Laws  Texas,  art.  1164;  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws 
Texas,  art.  1305. 
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dreii,  the  whole  to  be  paid  to  such  child,  or  to  be  equally  divided 
among  such  children.  If  there  be  a  widow  and  a  child  or  chil- 
dren, one-half  to  be  paid  to  the  widow  and  the  other  half  to 
such  child,  or  to  be  divided  equally  among  such  children ;  pro- 
vided that,  if  the  estate  of  such  decedent  be  not  insolvent,  nothing 
in  this  section  contained  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prohibit  the 
distribution  and  pailition  of  said  estate  among  the  heirs  and  dis- 
tributees thereof,  including  the  portion  herein  provided  to  be 
set  aside  for  the  use  of  the  widow  and  children ;  and,  further, 
provided  that  a  year's  provision  shall  be  exempted  from  such 
distribution."^ 

§  603.  Peculiarities  of  this  Statute. — A  scrutiny  of  this 
statute  discloses  two  things  :  First,  nothing  is  said  as  to  the  estate 
out  of  which  the  homestead  shall  be  carved,  whether  out  of  the 
separate  estate  of  the  deceased  spouse,  out  of  that  of  the  sur- 
vivor, or  out  of  the  community  property ;  second,  it  creates  a 
distinction  which  must  constantlv  be  borne  in  mind  between  home- 
steads  in  estates  which  are  solvent  and  in  estates  which  are  insolv- 
ent.    These  two  features  will  be  separately  adverted  to. 

§  604.    May  consist  of  separate  or  community  Property. — 

The  homestead  may,  in  this  state,  consist  of  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  husband^  or,  as  is  more  frequently  the  case,  of 
community  property ;  ^  and  there  seems  no  good  reason  why  it 
should  not  be  superimposed  on  the  separate  property  of  the  wife.* 

§  605.  Effect  of  Solvency  or  Insolvency.  —  After  an  attentive 
consideration  of  the  previous  legislation  on  this  subject,  and  of 
the  other  portions  of  this  statute  bearing  on  the  question,  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Texas  came  to  the  conclusion  that,  where  the 

'  This  statute  did  not  apply  to  the  act  of  December  21, 1S37,  creating  an  exemption 
from  execution  of  lands  granted  to  those  who  were  in  the  *' battle  of  San  Jacinto,  and 
other  battles."  That  exemption  ceased  with  the  life-time  of  the  grantee ;  the  lands,  on 
his  death,  became  assets  in  the  hands  of  his  administrator.  Hubbard  v.  Home,  24 
Texas,  270.  * 

«  Brewer  o.  Wall,  23  Texas,  586;  Tadlock  c.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  782;  Carter  v,  Ran- 
dolph, 47  Texas,  880. 

'  This  is  shown  by  the  cases  which  follow  in  this  Bubdivision. 

«  As  to  this  see,  ante,  H  220-226. 
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estate  was  insolvent ^  the  widow,  or  widow  and  children,  took  this 
exemption  in  absolute  and  plenary  ownership,  with  an  unre- 
stricted power  of  disposition,  without  remainder  or  ultimate  lia- 
bility to  creditors  or  to  others  interested  in  the  estate.^  But 
where  there  was  sufBcient  property  (independently  of  the  year's 
provision  and  the  allowance  to  the  widow  and  children)  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts  of  the  estate,  the  assignment  of  such 
allowance  to  the  widow,  or  to  the  widow  and  children,  did  not 
vest  in  them  a  permanent  interest,  since  in  that  event,  by  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  it  was  subject  to  distribution  among  the 
heirs.*  In  Green  v.  Crow,  and,  it  would  seem,  in  Hoffman  v. 
Neuhaus,  the  homestead  in  controversy  was  community  property. 
The  question  seems  still  to  be  open,  where  it  consists  of  the  sepa- 
rate property  of  the  deceased  father.*  Such  being  the  character 
of  the  widow's  title,  her  rights  are  not  dependent  upon  the  place 
of  her  residence  after  the  death  of  her  husband,  even  though  it 
be  in  another  state  ;  nor  are  they  concluded  by  her  expressed  in- 
tention to  sell  the  homestead  when  assigned  to  her,  and  to  reside 
permanently  out  of  the  state.*  **  After  the  assignment,"  said  the 
court,  **  and  after  the  property  is  vested  in  her,  she  may  forfeit  her 
homestead  by  abandonment,  but  that  would  be  for  the  benefit  of 
her  creditors,  and  not  those  of  the  deceased."  *  If  the  estate  is 
insolvent,  then  the  right  of  homestead  of  the  widow  and  minor 
children  interrupts  partition  and  distribution.*  "As  long  as 
there  is  a  family  having  a  head,  and  as  long  as  this  head  of  a 
family  chooses  to  occupy  the  homestead,  so  long  it  cannot  be  in- 
terfered with  for  any  other  purpose."  ^ 

§  606. — H0W9  if  Estate  is  solvent.  —  But  the  probate  law  of 
1848,  in  cases  of  solvent  estates,  contemplated  the  ultimate  par- 
tition and  distribution  of  the  homestead  and  other  exempt  prop- 
erty.*    It  followed  that  a  decree  of  the  Probate  Coui-t  directing 

1  Green  v.  Crow,  17  Texas,  180;  Hoffman  v.  Neuhaus,  30  Texas,  633. 

'  Green  v.  Crow,  supra, 

»  Carter  v,  Randolph,  47  Texas,  880. 

*  Green  v.  Crow,  supra, 

«  Ihid,,  per  Hemphill,  C.  J. 

*  Hoffman  v.  Neuhaus,  30  Texas,  633 ;  Green  v.  Crow,  17  Texas,  633. 
■^  Hoffman  v.  Neuhaus,  supra, 

*  Singletary  v,  HUl,  43  Texas,  590. 
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a  sale  of  the  homestead  for  partition,  and  empowering  the  sur- 
viving husband  to  become  the  purchaser  at  its  appraised  value, 
and  a  vesting  of  title  in  him  upon  a  showing  that  he  had  paid  to 
the  other  distributees  their  respective  portions  of  the  purchase- 
money,  could  not  afterwards  be  impeached  by  such  distributees, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud. ^ 

§  607.  Homestead  in  community  Property, — If  the  home- 
stead is  super-imposed  on  the  community  estate,  it  vests,  upon 
the  death  of  the  husband ,  according  to  the  rules  which  govern  the 
descent  of  such  property  in  other  cases :  one-half  in  the  widow 
and  the  other  half  in  the  children  of  the  deceased.^  But  it 
remains  subject  to  the  homestead  right  of  the  surviving  partner.' 
The  children  referred  to  in  this  statute  are  minor  children.  '*  It 
is  for  these  minor  children  and  the  head  of  the  family,  whether 
that  head  of  the  family  consists  of  the  father,  or  mother,  or 
guardian,  that  the  homestead  is  reserved."*  Where  there  are 
children  of  a  marriage,  and  the  homestead  is  community  proj^- 
eily,  the  surviving  conjugal  partner  is  entitled  to  retain  the 
homestead  ;  but,  if  there  are  no  community  debts,  he  or  she  can- 
not sell  more  than  his  or  her  half  of  the  property ;  and,  if  he  or 
she  do  so,  the  children  may  recover  their  interest  from  the  pur- 
chaser.*    Otherwise  as  to  separate  property.* 

§  608.  Power  of  Disposition  of  surviving  Spouse.  — By  filing 
an  inventory  and  appraisement  of  the  community  estate,  the  sur- 
viving husband,  or  the  widow,  remaining  unmarried,  under  the  act 
of  1856,'  was  entitled,  **  without  any  administration  or  action 
whatever  in  the  Probate  Court,  to  manage,  control,  and  dispose 
of  said  community  property  "  as  he  or  she  might  think  best.  This 
statute  not  having  expressly  excepted  the  homestead,  it  has  been 
held  that,  if  this  is  community  property,  the  survivor  may  sell  it 

1  Singletary  v,  HiU,  48  Texas,  590. 

*  Hemphill,  C.  J.,  in  Sossaman  u.  PoweU,  21  TezaSi  665 ;  Bell  v,  Schwarz,  87  Texas, 
674. 

'  Bell  V.  Schwarz,  supra, 

*  Hoffman  v,  Keuhaus,  80  Texas,  687. 

*  Walker  v.  Young,  87  Texas,  619. 

*  Brewer  v.  Wall,  23  Texas,  685. 

»  Act  August  26,  1856,  {J  3,  7;  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  arts.  4648,  4652. 
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as  well  as  any  other  community/  and  her  deed  will  pass  the  full 
property,  and  not  merely  her  one-half  interest.*  The  surviving 
husband  had  the  right  to  sell  the  community  property  to  pay  debts 
against  the  community,  without  the  aid  of  this  statute,'^  This 
statute  was  passed,  not  to  restrain,  but  to  enlarge  this  power.*  It 
does  not  change  the  law  of  descents,  and  confers  no  power  on  the 
survivor  to  charge,  sell,  or  in  any  manner  dispose  of  the  commu- 
nity, except  to  pay  debts  chargeable  against  the  community.* 
Subject  to  this  right,  the  adult  heirs  are  entitled  to  their  dis- 
tributive share.*  If  the  surviving  husband  has  remarried,  and 
the  property  thereafter  continues  to  be  his  homestead,  it  seems 
that  he  cannot  convey  it,  by  complying  with  the  statute,  without 
the  consent  of  his  second  wife.^  But,  unless  the  surviving  spouse 
has  complied  with  the  terms  of  this  statute,  he  or  she  cannot,  by 
sale,  pass  the  interest  of  surviving  children.®  This  is  especially 
so  if  the  estate  is  solvent ^  for  then  the  statute  of  homestead  does 
not  interrupt  partition. •  But  substantial  compliance,  it  seems, 
will  be  sufficient  to  protect  the  title  of  a  purchaser.  Omissions 
in  the  inventory  and  irregularity  in  the  appointment  of  appraisers 
will  not,  it  seems,  vitiate  the  sale.^^  It  is  the  inventory  which 
gives  the  right  to  sell,'^  and  the  survivor  cannot  proceed  to  sell 
until  the  inventory  has  been  recorded.^*  An  appraisement  is  also 
absolutely  essential.^ 

§  609.  If  the  Husband  survive  the  Wife,  he  may  dispose  of 
his  communitv  interest  recrardless  of  the  children  of  the  mar- 
riage,  although  the  property  has  continued  to  be  the  homestead 

^  Johnson  v.  Taylor,  48  Texas,  121 ;  Cordier  v.  Cage,  44  Texas,  582 ;  Dawson  p. 
Holt,  44  Texas,  174. 

'  Johnson  v.  Taylor,  supra. 

•  Jones  V.  Jones,  16  Texas,  147. 

•  Dawson  v.  Holt,  44  Texas,  178. 
»  Ibid. 

•  Ibid. 

T  Kirkland  v.  Little,  41  Texas,  460. 

•  Clark  V.  Nolan,  88  Texas,  416. 
»  Ibid. ;  supra,  {  606. 

^  Cordier  r.  Cage,  44  Texas,  582. 
"  Ibid. 

"  Dawson  v.  Holt,  44  Texas,  179. 
u  Kirkland  v.  LiUle,  41  Texas,  460. 
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after  the  death  of  the  wife,  and  the  children  are  minors.  A  pur- 
chaser from  such  surviviug  husband  becomes  a  tenant  in  common 
with  the  children  who  inheiited  his  mother's  community  interest ; 
and  the  right  of  such  purchaser  to  a  partition  of  the  property 
cannot  be  postponed  until  the  children  become  of  age,  or  acquire 
homesteads  of  their  own.  But  the  purchaser  may  abstain  from 
requiring  a  partition,  and  proceed  for  half  the  rents  and  profits.^ 
But  the  surviving  spouse  must  keep  a  fair  and  full  account  and 
statement  of  all  exchanges,  sales,  and  other  disposition  of  com- 
munity property,  and,  upon  final  partition,  must  account  to  the 
legal  heirs  of  the  husband  '<  for  their  interest  in  said  community," 
etc.^  If  the  homestead  is  superimposed  on  the  separate  prop- 
erty of  the  surviyiug  husband,  he  may  sell  it  at  pleasure.  In 
such  case  the  homestead  right  of  the  wife  does  not  survive  so  as 
to  vest  a  coiTespondiug  right  in  the  children.' 

§  610.  Allowance  in  lieu  of  Homestead.  —  As  already  seen, 
the  allowance  in  lieu  of  homestead  to  which  a  widow  and  chil- 
dren are  entitled  in  Texas  takes  precedence  of  conventional 
liens,  except  for  purchase-money.*  It  also  takes  precedence  of 
liens  of  judgments  rendered  against  the  deceased  in  his  life-time.* 
In  the  absence  of  testimony,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  re- 
fused to  rule  that  $1,300  was  too  small  an  allowance  to  be  made 
for  the  minor  children  of  a  decedent  in  lieu  of  homestead.^ 

§  611.    Continued  —  Under  Act  of  1870»  and  prior  Liaws.  — 

Under  the  Texas  act  of  1870,  and  other  laws  existing  in  1873,* 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Texas  has  held  that  the  surviving  widow 
of  one  who  dies  leaving  no  homestead  is  entitled,  for  herself  and 
family,  to  an  allowance  in  lieu  of  the  homestead  out  of  the  es- 
tate ;  and  she  is  also  entitled  to  an  allowance  in  lieu  of  such  per- 
sonal property,  exempt  by  law  from  forced  sale,  as  her  husband 

^  Hartman  v.  Thomas,  87  Texas,  90;  compare  Magee  v.  Bice,  87  Texas,  488; 
Pryor  v.  Stone,  19  Texas,  874. 

*  Paso.  Dig.  Laws,  arts.  4648-4652. 
»  Brewer  r.  WaU,  28  Texas,  686. 

«  Ante,  i  824. 

&  Giddings  v.  Crosby,  24  Texas,  295. 

•  Ross  V,  Smith,  44  Texas,  898. 

f  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  arts.  5486,  5487,  6884,  6994. 

502 


DOCTRINE   IN   WISCONSIN,  §  612 

did  not  leave  at  the  time  of  his  death. ^    But  the  allowance  for 

• 

the  homestead  cannot,  in  any  case,  exceed  $5,000.'  On  the 
death  of  a  widower  leaving  minor  children,  they  are  entitled  to 
the  same  rights.'  In  estimating  the  amount  to  be  allowed,  it  is 
competent  for  the  court  to  ascertain,  through  witnesses,  what 
would  be  the  average  value  of  homesteads  in  the  town,  city,  or 
neighborhood  where  the  deceased  died,  owned  by  persons  in  like 
conditions  and  circumstances,  and,  also,  what  would  be  the 
average  value  of  the  personal  property — to  be  estimated  at  the 
place  where  the  deceased  last  resided.^ 

7.   In  Wisconsin. 

§  612.  Nature  of  the  Right  in  this  State. — It  is  said  to  be 
the  policy  of  the  law  of  this  state  to  exempt  the  homestead  and 
its  proceeds  from  liability  for  the  mere  personal  debts  of  the 
owner,  not  only  during  his  life-time,  but  after  his  decease.*  If 
the  owner  disposes  of  the  homestead  by  will,  the  devisee  takes  it 
free  from  all  judgments  and  claims  against  the  testator;  and,  if 
he  dies  intestate,  it  descends  to  the  widow  or  heirs.  Where 
there  is  a  mortgage  or  other  specific  lien  upon  the  homestead,  sub- 
sistinsr  at  the  time  of  the  owner's  decease,  and  the  other  estate  is 
insufficient  to  discharge  such  lien,  the  County  Court  is  empow- 
ered to  license  a  sale  of  the  homestead  ;  but,  after  the  discharge 
of  the  lien  and  payment  of  the  expenses  of  administration,  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  are  required  to  be  invested,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  county  judge,  for  the  benefit  of  the  family,  or  to 
be  used  for  the  purchase  of  another  homestead.  If  the  deceased 
dies  intestate  without  a  family,  and  it  becomes  necessary  to  sell 
the  homestead  to  satisfy  a  lien  upon  it,  the  surplus  proceeds 
must  be  diistributed  according  to  law,  and  are  not  subject  to  the 
sreneral  debts  of  the  estate.  Where  the  homestead  consists  of 
forty  acres  of  agricultural  land  with  the  dwelling-house  thereon, 
and  the  owner  devises  a  part  of  the  forty  acres,  including  the 


»  Terry  v.  Terry,  89  Texas,  810. 
»  Ibid. 

»  Moore  v.  Owsley,  37  Texas,  603. 
*  Terry  v.  Terry,  tupra^  per  Walker,  J. 

ft    Johnson  v.  Harrison,  41  Wis.  881.    See  Wis.  Act  1868,  ch.  88;  Acts  1864,  ch. 
270;  Acts  1878,  ch.  111. 
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dwell ing-ho use  and  its  appurtenances,  this  does  not  divest  the 
remainder  of  the  forty  acres  of  the  character  of  homestead,  or 
make  it  liable  for  the  testator's  debts.  After  a  sale  of  a  part  of 
a  homestead  (belonging  to  an  estate)  to  satisfy  a  mortgage 
thereof,  the  mortgagee  (in  this  case,  one  of  the  heirs),  in  whose 
favor  an  unsecured  claim  against  the  estate  has  been  allowed,  is 
in  no  better  position  than  other  general  creditors  of  the  estate ; 
and  the  surplus  is  not  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  claim. ^ 

ARTICLE  V.  —  Remedies  and  Procedure. 

§  613.  Jurisdiction  of  Probate  Courts* — The  allotment  of 
homestead  to  the  widow  and  children  of  a  decedent  has  become, 
in  many  of  the  states,  by  constitutional  ordinance  or  by  statute » 
a  branch  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court.'  In  Alabama 
the  Probate  Court  possesses  this  power  under  a  general  constitu- 
tional grant  of  jurisdiction  **  for  orphans'  business.'"  Under  a 
general  grant  to  courts  and  officers  of  **  all  the  means  necessary 
to  carry  into  effect"  other  granted  powers,*  the  Probate  Court 
of  California  has  power  to  devise  a  suitable  mode  of  procedure 
for  ascertaining  and  setting  apart  a  widow's  homestead.*  In 
South  Carolina,  where  no  special  mode  of  procedure  was  pointed 
out  by  statute,  it  was  held  that  the  Circuit  Court  had  power, 
through  its  general  jurisdiction,  to  set  off  a  homestead  in  a  de- 
cedent's estate.* 

§  614.    Conclusiveoess  of  Judgrments  of  Probate  Courts.  —  A 

judgment  of  a  Probate  Court  setting  off  a  widow's  homestead  is, 
unless  impeached  in  a  direct  proceeding,  conclusive.^ 

§  615.  Practice  in  Probate  Courts*  —  In  Alabama,  if  the  Pro- 
bate Court  does  not  proceed  to  '*lay  off  and  set  apart"  the 
widow's  homestead  in  a  proper  proceeding,  a  petition  to  such 

*  Johnson  v,  Harrison,  41  Wis.  881. 

*  McCaulej's  Estate,  50  Cal.  544 ;  Mawson  v.  Mawson,  50  Cal.  589 ;  Byram  o.  Heirs 
of  Byram,  27  Vt.  295. 

»  Turner  r.  Whitten,  40  Ala.  680;  Thompson  v,  Thompson,  51  Ala,  498. 

*  Cal.  Code  Civ.  Proc,  J  187. 

^  McCauley's  Estate,  50  Cal.  544;  Mawson  v,  Mawson,  50  Cal.  587. 

*  Howze  r.  Howze,  2  S.  C.  232. 

f  Cannon  v.  Bonner,  38  Texas,  491. 
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court  is  a  proper  remedy  J  If  the  admiaistrator  has  sold  land  in 
disregard  of  the  widow's  right  of  homestead,  she  may,  neverthe- 
less, on  petition  to  the  Probate  Court,  have  a  homestead  allowed, 
the  purchase-money  not  having  been  paid.*  In  California  the 
Probate  Court  does  not  acquire  jurisdiction  to  set  apart  a  home- 
stead for  the  surviving  wife  where  no  homestead  has  been  selected 
before  the  death  of  the  husband,  unless  a  petition  therefor  is  filed  ; 
a  mere  verbal  motion  is  insufficient.'  The  Probate  Court  cannot 
make  an  order  to  sell  the  homestead  to  pay  the  debts  of  the  de- 
ceased, even  if  the  debts  are  secured  by  a  valid  mortgage  on  the 
same.  It  is  the  duty  of  such  court  to  set  apart  the  homestead 
for  the  use  of  the  family  of  the  deceased,  and,  when  this  is  done, 
it  ceases  to  be  a  part  of  the  assets  over  which  this  court  has  con- 
trol. Valid  liens  existing  on  the  homestead,  created  before  the 
death  of  the  head  of  the  family,  must  be  enforced  in  the  District 
Court.*  The  Probate  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  over  the  foreclos- 
ure of  mortgages.*  In  Massachusetts  the  Probate  Court  has  no 
jurisdiction  to  set  out  the  homestead  where  the  right  is  disputed 
by  heirs  and  devisees. • 

§  616.  Whether  formal  Application  is  necessary.  —  The  stat- 
ute of  Texas  providing  that,  '*  at  the  first  term  of  the  [county] 
court  after  an  inventory  and  list  of  claims  have  been  returned,  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  the  chief  justice  to  set  apart  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  the  widow  and  children,  if  there  be  either  or  any,  of 
the  deceased,  all  such  property  as  may  be  exempted  from  execu- 
tion or  forced  sale  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  state,"  ^  is 
held  to  impose  upon  the  chief  justice  a  duty  "  absolute  and  im- 
perative, and  to  fix  the  time  of  its  performance.  No  formal  ap- 
plication is  necessary  to  render  it  obligatory  upon  him  to  act, 
although  it  is  proper  that  one  should  be  made  in  order  to  afibrd 

1  Jordan  v.  Strickland,  42  Ala.  815;  Hudson  v.  Stewart,  48  Ala.  204. 
'  McCuan  v.  Turrentine,  48  Ala.  68. 
■  Cameto  v.  Dupuy,  47  Cal.  79. 

•  Estate  of  Orr,  29  Cal.  101. 

•  WillU  V.  Parley,  24  Cal.  491 ;  Fallon  v.  Butler,  21  Cal.  80;  Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10 
Cal.  569;  Belloc  v.  Rogers,  9  Cal.  123  (overruling  ElliBson  v.  Halleck,  6  Cal.  392; 
Falkner  v.  Folsom,  6  Cal.  412). 

•  Woodward  v,  Lincoln,  9  Allen,  289. 
V  Paac.  Dig.  Laws,  art  1805. 
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him  the  requisite  information.^  If  he  sets  apart  an  insufficient 
homestead,  and  the  remainder  of  the  real  estate  which  ou<rht  to 
have  been  inchided  in  the  homestead  is  thereafter  sold  by  the 
administrator,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  a  cei'tioi^ari  to  bring  up 
the  record  to  the  District  Court  and  have  the  sale  set  aside.*  As 
the  purchaser  at  the  administrator's  sale  of  the  rest  of  the  land 
will  be  affected  by  the  decree,  he  is  a  necessary  party.'  In  the 
petition  for  certiovaH  in  such  a  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  de- 
scribe the  land  claimed  as  part  of  the  homestead  with  the  same 
certainty  as  in  trespass  to  try  title.  The  purchaser  of  the  home- 
stead at  a  fraudulent  and  collusive  sale  by  the  administrator  gets 
no  title.* 

§  617.    Time  within  which  Widow  may  assert  Claim.  —  In 

Alabama  it  is  held  that  a  widow  need  not  assert  her  claim  to  a 
homestead  out  of  the  lands  of  which  her  husband  died  seized 
until  the  administrator  has  reported  the  estate  insolvent,  or  made 
a  final  settlement.*  But  she  must  prefer  her  claim  before  the 
administrator's  sale,  or  the  right  will  be  lost.  So  held  in  a  case 
arisinsr  under  the  Code  of  1852.*  The  mere  fact  that  the  Probate 
Court  has  made  an  order  for  the  sale  of  the  real  estate  of  an 
intestate  must  not  prevent  it  from  enteitaining  an  application  of 
the  widow  to  have  her  homestead  therein  set  apart.^  In  Texas, 
if  the  chief  justice  of  the  County  Court  had  failed  to  set  apart  to 
her  the  proper  homestead  allowance,  and  the  residue  has  been 
sold  by  the  administrator,  she  may  have  the  sale  set  aside  on 
certiorari^  although  she  may  not  have  made  a  formal  application 
to  have  her  homestead  set  off.®  The  proviso  iti  the  Texas 
statute*  that,  if  the  estate  be  solvent,  the  portion  set  apart  for 
the  widow  and  children  shall  be  included  in  the  partition  and 


Connell  v.  Chandler,  11  Texas,  249. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Hamblin  v.  Warnecke,  31  Texas,  9L 

McCuan  v.  Turrentine,  48  Ala.  69. 

Rottenberry  v.  Pipes,  58  Ala.  447. 

Smith's  Estate,  51  Cal.  564. 

Connell  v.  Chandler,  supra. 

Ante,  i  602. 
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distribution,  renders  it  necessary,  in  case  of  solvent  estates,  for 
the  widow  to  apply  for  this  exemption  before  the  estate  is  ready 
for  distribution.^  In  South  Carolina  the  widow  may  maintain  a 
petition  to  have  her  homestead  set  apart,  after  a  decree  pro 
con/esso  and  an  order  to  sell  land  to  pay  debts,  founded  on  a 
petition  by  the  administrator,  to  which  she  was  a  party ;  she  is 
not  bound  to  interpose  her  claim  of  homestead  upon  such  an 
application.*  A  widow  who  has  once  applied  to  the  Probate 
Court  to  have  the  last  residence  of  her  husband  and  herself  set 
aside  as  her  homestead,  and  has  acquiesced  for  eighteen  months  in 
the  order  setting  it  aside,  is  precluded  by  her  own  acts  from 
afterwards  claiming  a  lot  on  which  they  formerly  resided,  merely 
because  she  has  ascertained  that  there  are  liens  on  the  lot  first 
set  aside.' 

§  618.  Orphan's  Homesteadf  bow  set  apart  in  Probate 
Court.  —  In  Alabama,  if  the  petitioner  is  a  minor,  the  Probate 
Court,  following  the  analogies  of  the  court  of  chancery,  should 
not  dismiss  the  petition  for  any  errors  which  are  amendable. 
Such  a  practice  is  looked  upon  with  veiy  great  disfavor.*  The 
safer  and  better  practice*is  said  to  be  that,  when  there  is  an  ap- 
plication by  an  administrator  or  executor  for  an  order  of  sale  of 
the  lands  of  the  deceased  for  the  payment  of  his  debts,  and 
there  is  no  widow,  then  the  claimants  under  the  statute  who 
are  minors  should  be  brought  before  the  court  of  probate,  as  in 
chancery,  and  the  court  should  cause  a  proper  and  competent 
person  to  be  appointed  to  defend  their  interests,  and  at  once 
appoint  persons  to  lay  off  and  set  apart  the  exempted  lands ; 
when  the  court  should  order  a  sale  of  the  residue  only.  And 
if  the  allotment  under  the  statute  cannot  be  made  by  metes  and 
bounds,  and  the  order  is  to  sell  the  whole  of  the  realty  of  the 
deceased,  it  should  show  a  reservation  in  favor  of  the  rights  of 
the  claimants  under  the  statute ;  and  if  the  sale  was  for  a  less 

»  Little  V.  BirdweU,  27  Texas,  690. 
•  Ex  parte  Strobel,  2  8.  C.  809. 
»  Holden  v.  Pinney,  6  Cal.  234. 
«  Hudson  V.  Stewart,  48  Ala.  20a 
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sum  than  $500,  it  should  not  be  confirmed  by  the  court;  since, 
if  the  decedent  does  not  own  more  than  **  five  hundred  dollars' 
worth  of  laud,"  the  chiimants,  under  the  statute,  are  entitled  to 
the  whole.* 

§  619.  Reyision  of  Judgments  of  Bucb  Courts*  —  In  Vermont 
the  proceedings  for  setting  out  the  homestead  of  a  deceased  house- 
keeper, for  the  benefit  of  his  widow  and  children,  fall  within  the 
general  jurisdiction  of  the  Probate  Court;  and  an  appeal  lies 
from  any  order  or  decree  of  that  court  respecting  it.*  In  Texas 
the  widow  may  bring  up  the  proceedings  from  the  County  Court 
to  the  District  Court  by  certiorari^  after  the  land  in  which  the 
homestead  is  claimed  has  been  sold,  when  the  sale,  if  improperly 
made,  will  be  set  aside.  The  purchaser  is  a  necessary  party. 
It  is  not  necessaiy  to  describe  the  land  in  the  petition  for  certio- 
rari  with  the  same  certainty  as  in  ejectment.' 

§  620.  Right  of  Action  in  superior  Courts* — The  widow 
may  bring  an  action  in  the  District  Court,  in  Texas,  to  secure  this 
allowance,  without  first  proceeding  in  the  County  Court.*  In 
such  a  suit  it  is  not  necessary  to  make,  creditors  parties,^  The 
widow  and  minor  children  of  a  decedent  may,  in  Alabama,  by 
bill  in  equity y  establish  their  title  to  a  homestead  in  land  which, 
during  the  life-time  of  the  husband  and  father,  was  sold  by  a 
sheriflF  under  executions,  subject  to  the  right  of  homestead.* 

§  621.  Remedies  of  minor  Children.  —  In  Georgia  the  right 
of  minor  children  of  a  decedent,  as  against  his  creditors,  to  the 
homestead  out  of  his  estate  provided  by  the  Constitution  of  1868 
is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  judge  of  the  Superior  Court  in  appoint- 
ing a  trustee  to  make  application  for  its  allotment  to  the  Court 
of  Ordinary.^     Minor  children  cannot,  in  Mississippi,  maintain  a 

Hudson  v.  Stewart,  48  Ala.  208. 

Byram  r.  Heire  of  Byram,  27  Vt  295. 

Connell  v.  Chandler,  11  Texas,  249. 

Runnels  v.  Bunnels,  27  Texas,  576. 

Ibid. 

Andrews  v.  Melton,  51  Ala.  400. 

Boff  V.  Johnson,  40  Ga.  555. 
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bill  in  equity  for  their  sh»ire  of  the  ** year's  support"  allotted  to 
the  widow ;  but  this  is  for  the  reason  that  the  exclusive  jurisdic- 
tion of  this  matter  is  in  the  Probate  Court.^ 

§  622.  CUldren  may  maintain  Ejectment.  —  In  Arkansas  it 
is  said  that  the  Homestead  Act  confers  no  title  to  the  land,  but 
merely  a  protection  from  sale  whilst  occupied,  and  to  this  extent 
suspends  the  rights  of  creditors ;  but  the  land  remains  all  the 
while  the  estate  of  the  father,  in  which,  until  it  is  necessary  to 
dispose  of  it  to  satisfy  the  creditors  of  the  estate,  the  children 
and  heirs  have  such  an  estate,  coupled  with  their  right  to  im- 
mediate possession,  as  entitles  them  to  sue  for  its  recovery.^ 
Accordingly,  minor  heirs  suing  by  their  next  friend,  in  ejectment, 
recovered  as  their  homestead  160  acres  of  land,  out  of  lands 
which  had  been  sold  to  the  defendant  by  their  father's  adminis- 
trator, under  an  order  of  the  Probate  Court.' 

§  623.  Proof  of  Insolvency. — It  is  not  necessary,  under  the 
Alabama  statute,  where  this  right  is  made  to  depend  upon  the 
insolvency  of  the  estate,*  that  there  should  have  been  a  judicial 
ascertainment  of  the  fact  of  insolvency.  Any  competent  evi- 
dence, relevant  to  the  issue  and  **  satisfactory  to  tfte  probate 
judge,"  is  sufficient.  Insolvency  simply  means  that  the  property 
of  the  deceased,  at  the  market  value,  is  insufficient  to  pay  his 
debts.  Any  facts  that  show  the  amount  of  the  decedent's  debts, 
and  the  quantity  and  value  of  his  property  charged  with  the 
payment  of  his  debts,  are  admissible  and  competent.  These 
facts  the  administrator  is  presumed  to  know.  He  is,  therefore, 
a  competent  witness,  and  it  will  be  error  to  reject  his  testimony.' 

*  Dease  v.  Cooper,  40  Miss.  114. 

•  Booth  V.  Goodwin,  29  Ark.  633,  637. 

*  Ibid.    As  to  the  occupancy  required  by  orphan  children  sco  {  248. 

♦  Supra,  I  572. 

&  Hudson  V.  Stewart,  48  Ala.  208. 
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SxCTiOK  659.  Rights  of  other  Mortgagees. 
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ARTICLE  I. — Sale  op  Land  subject  to  Homestead. 

§  625.    Sale  of  Laud  subject  to  Right  of  Homestead* — If 

the  homestead  privilege  is  not  an  estate  in  land,  but  a  mere  neg- 
ative immunity  fi'om  dispossession  during  the  existence  of  certain 
conditions  —  if,  in  other  words,  it  is  merely  a  sort  of  incumbrance, 
the  continuance  of  which  is  liable  at  any  time  to  determine  —  it 
may  follow  that  the  creditor  can  levy  or  extend  his  execution 
upon  the  debtor's  property  subject  to  this  right  or  incumbrance. 
Can  this  be  done?  Can  he  levy  upon  the  debtor's  property  sub- 
ject to  the  right  of  the  debtor  to  have  his  homestead  afterwards 
set  out,  so  that  the  purchaser  under  the  execution  will  get  what 
is  left  after  setting  oflF  the  homestead,  and  also  the  reversion  of 
the  entire  estate  after  the  homestead  right  ceases?  The  statutes 
are  imperative  that  the  homestead  as  defined  shall  not  be  subject 
to  attachment  levy  and  sale  under  execution ;  but  is  such  a  sale  a 
sale  of  the  homestead  ?  Most  of  the  cases  hold  that  it  is  ;  that  the 
statutory  prohibition  of  a  sale  of  the  homestead  is  absolute  ;  that, 
upon  a  claim  of  homestead  being  made  by  the  debtor,  the  sheriff 
must  first  set  apart  the  homestead  in  the  manner  pointed  out  by 
the  statute,  before  he  can  sell  what  remains ;  and  that,  if  he  sell 
without  taking  these  steps,  the  sale  will  be  absolutely  void,  and 
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will  pass  no  estate  to  the  purchaser.^  The  reasons  assigned  by 
the  courts  for  so  holding  are,  first,  that  the  mandate  of  the  stat- 
utes is  regarded  as  admitting  of  no  exceptions;*  and,  secondly, 
that  extending  the  execution  upon  the  entire  estate,  or  selling  it 
subject  to  the  homestead  right,  might  subject  th«  debtor  and  his 
family  to  expulsion  from  the  homestead,  and  drive  him  to  a 
tedious  and  expensive  remedy  for  its  recovery,  by  bill  in  equity 
or  other  process.*  An  equally  cogent  reason  is  that  no  person 
will  be  likely  to  bid  as  much  for  a  tract  of  land  subject  to  an 
undefined  and  unapportioned  right  of  homestead  as  for  the  resi- 
due of  such  a  tract  exhibited  by  metes  and  bounds  after  the 
homestead  has  been  apportioned.  Such  a  sale  is,  therefore,  likely 
to  result  in  a  sacrifice  of  the  debtor's  estate  without  satisfying 
the  demands  of  his  creditors.* 

§  626.    Appraisement  and  Sale  of  undivided  Residue.  —  The 

reasons  of  the  foregoing  rule  are  in  pai*t  satisfied,  in  cases  where 
the  homestead  exemption  is  limited  in  value,  by  an  appraisement 
of  the  whole  premises  to  be  sold,  and  a  sale  of  that  definite  undi- 
vided fractional  part  which  remains  after  deducting  the  statutory 
vnlue  of  the  homestead  reservation.  In  California  it  has  been 
held  that  this  may  be  done,  and  the  ccmrt  illustrates  its  view  in 
this  way;  **  Suppose  a  piece  of  property  to  be  sold,  except  the 
homestead  interest ;  if  the  value  of  the  whole  is  found  by  the 
appraisement  to  be  twenty-seven  thousand  dollars,  then,  as  five 
thousand  dollars  is  five  twenty-sevenths  of  the  sum,  the  remainder 
is  twenty-two  twenty-sevenths,  and,  consequently,  it  is  ascer- 
tained that  the  proportion  to  be  sold  out  of  the  property  is 
twenty-two  twenty-sevenths  of  the  whole,  undivided.  This  mode 
will  render  to  each  party  in  interest  a  certain  and  definite  estate. 
Without  giving  this  construction  to  the  statute,  some  of  its  pro- 

1  Fogg  t?.  Fogg.  40  N.  H.  2S2 ;  Tucker  v.  Kenniston,  47  N.  H.  267 ;  Gary  v.  Ea«tar 
brook,  6  Cal.  467 ;  Myers  v.  Ford,  22  Wis.  189 ;  Hoyt  v,  Howe,  3  Wis.  762 ;  Pinkerton 
V.  Tumlin,  22  Ga.  166;  Hartwell  v,  McDonald,  69  111.  298-,  Wiggins  v.  Chance,  64  111. 
176 ;  Conklin  v,  Foster,  67  HI.  104 ;  Lamberts.  Kinnery,  74  N.  C.  350 ;  Taylor  v.  Rhyne, 
66  N.  C.  631 ;  Lute  v.  Reilly,  66  N.  C.  21. 

*  Pinkerton  v.  Tumlin,  supra, 

*  Fogg  u.  Fogg,  supra, 

*  Ante,  i  649. 
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visions  would  be  beyond  the  power  of  the  court  to  enforce."* 
Substantially  the  same  view  was  taken  in  Massachusetts,  where 
a  repealing  statute  *  preserved  the  right  of  homestead  existing 
under  a  former  stiitute,'  but  abrogated  the  method  of  procedure 
then  prescribed  for  setting  it  off,  and  left  no  system  in  its  place 
applicable  to  it-  The  creditor  was  thus  left  with  the  right  to  take 
in  execution  the  land  of  the  debtor  in  which  homestead  rights 
had  been  acquired  under  the  repealed  statute,  in  satisfaction  of 
his  debt,  except  land  of  the  value  of  $800,  exempt  from  execu- 
tion as  the  homestead.  And,  since  there  was  no  special  provision 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  this  risfht  should  be  exercised,  the  cred- 
itor  could  only  cause  his  execution  to  be  levied,  in  the  manner  in 
which  the  statute  required  all  levies  to  be  made,  upon  that  por- 
tion of  the  land  which  was  not  exempt  from  attachment  or  seiz- 
ure thereon ;  and  this  could  only  be  effected  by  deducting  from 
the  amount  of  the  appraisement  of  the  whole  estate  the  sum  of 
1800,  the  statutory  value  of  the  homestead  right.  By  such 
a  proceeding  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  acquired  title  to  the 
premises  not  embraced  in  the  homestead,  subject  to  preexisting 
incumbrances.  He  therefore  acquired  the  right  to  redeem  a  prior 
mortgage,  and,  after  this  was  done,  he  was  entitled  to  partition 
with  the  owner  of  the  homestead.* 

§  627.  A  contpary  Rule  in  some  States.  —  In  some  of  the 
states,  however,  the  hind  which  embraces  the  residence  of  the 
debtor  may  be  sold  under  execution,  subject  to  the  debtor's 
estate  of  homestead.*  Under  this  rule  a  sale  of  a  debtor's 
equity  of  redemption  in  mortgaged  premises,  which  the  debtor 
claims  to  be  exempt  from  levy  as  a  homestead,  is  not  invalid,  iu 

»  Gary  v,  Eastabrook,  6  Cal.  467. 
«  Stat.  1857,  ch.  298,  J  18. 
>  Stat  1865,  oh.  288,  J  1. 

*  Pittsfleld  Bank  v.  Howk,  4  Allen,  847;  compare  Bemis  v.  Driscoll,  101  Mass. 
418,  where  the  erroneous  setting  off  of  an  undivided  portion  of  the  premises  as  the 
debtor's  homestead  was  held  not  to  invalidate  the  levy. 

*  Pittsfleld  Bank  v,  Howk,  4  Allen,  847 ;  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  Swan  v. 
Stephens,  99  Mass.  7.  Such  a  sale  is  not  invalid  (Gen.  Stat  Mass.,  ch.  104,  {  11) 
because  not  expressly  made  subject  to  the  debtor's  homestead  right ;  it  is  necessarily 
so,  whether  declared  so  or  not  Swan  v.  Stephens,  supra.  See  dictum  in  Abbott  v. 
Cromartie,  72  N.  C.  298. 
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Massachusetts,  because  not  made  expressly  subject  to  the  right  of 
homestead ;  since  such  a  sale  is  necessarily  subject  to  the  right, 
whether  declared  to  be  so  or  not,  and  can  in  no  way  prejudice 
the  rights  of  the  debtor  nor  affect  his  means  of  enforcing  or  en- 
joying his  estate  of  homestead.^ 

§  628.  Conflicting  Cases  in  Wisconsin.  —  In  Wisconsin,  where 
the  debtor  made  a  claim  of  homestead  and  the  creditor  denied 
his  right  in  totOy  and  the  sheriff  sold  the  entire  premises,  and  the 
debtor  brought  a  proceeding  to  set  aside  the  sale,  and  the  creditor 
then  claimed  that  a  portion  of  the  premises  sold  was  in  excess 
of  homestead,  the  court  set  aside  the  sale  as  to  the  entire  tract, 
saying  that,  **if  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  was  dissatisfied 
with  the  quantity  of  land  claimed  as  a  homestead,  he  should 
have  caused  a  survey  to  be  made  and  sold  the  excess."  *  But 
this  ruling  seems  exactly  counter  to  a  previous  case  in  the  same 
state,  where  a  husband  and  wife  purchased  eighty  acres  of  land 
with  their  joint  means,  took  a  deed  running  to  them  jointly,  en- 
tered jointly  into  possession,  and  continued  jointly  to  hold  the 
premises  as  their  homestead  until  it  was  sold  at  forced  sale  for 
the  husband's  debts.  It  was  held  that  the  husband  had  a  life 
estate  in  the  premises,  vendible  under  the  execution,  but  that  the 
sale  of  it  would  not  affect  the  right  of  the  wife  to  the  entire  estate, 
should  she  survive  him  ;  that  the  sale  was  neither  void  nor  void- 
able as  to  that  portion  of  the  land  not  exempt  as  a  homestead ; 
that  so  much  of  the  land  as  was  not  so  exempt  passed,  under  the 
execution,  to  the  purchasers,  they  acquiring  therein  such  title  as 
would  give  them  the  use  of  the  premises  during  the  life  of  the 
husband.'  But  the  imperfect  report  of  this  case  does  not  make 
it  clear  that  the  debtor  or  his  wife  made  claim  of  homestead  pre- 
vious to  the  sale,  although  previous  to  the  sale  the  debtor  duly 
notified  the  sheriff  of  the  condition  of  the  title  to  the  premises. 

§  629.  And  in  Illinois. — In  a  case  in  Illinois,  where  home- 
stead property  was  levied  on  and  sold  in  the  absence  of  the 

^  Swan  V.  Stephens,  99  Mass.  9. 
'  Myers  c.  Ford,  22  Wis.  189. 
»  Bennett  v.  Child,  19  Wis.  862. 
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debtor,  it  was  said  that,  if  it  was  worth  over  $1,000,  the  limit 
in  value  of  the  homestead  exemption,  the  purchaser  acquired 
an  equitable  lien  upon  the  surplus,  which  he  might  enforce  as 
soon  as  it  ceased  to  be  homestead ;  that  the  vendee  of  such 
purchaser  acquired  the  same  lien  and  the  same  rights  as  to  its 
enforcement ;  and  the  method  of  giving  effect  to  the  lien,  under 
the  facts  of  the  particular  case,  was  pointed  out.*  This  doctrine 
must  be  considered  as  overruled  by  the  decision  of  the  same 
court  in  Hartwell  v.  McDonald,'  in  which  case  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  premises  in  question  were  worth  more  than  $1,000  ; 
yet,  as  the  conveyance  was  compulsory  and  the  sale  made  with- 
out regard  to  the  provisions  of  the  act,  it  was  held  that  the  sale 
was  "  inoperative  and  void,"  and  that  the  purchaser  acquired  no 
title  thereunder.* 

§  630.  Tlie  Debtor  and  Purchaser  become  Tenants  in  Com- 
mon.—  Where  land  is  sold  subject  to  the  homestead  right,  or 
under  such  circumstances  that  the  sale  will  be  valid  except  as  to 
the  homestead,  so  that  the  purchaser  will  get  a  good  title  to  the 
residue  after  the  homestead  is  set  off — as  where  the  land  is 
greater  in  value  or  in  area  than  the  exemption  of  the  statute — 
what  are  the  legal  relations  of  the  owner  of  the  homestead  and 
the  purchaser?  Several  cases  answer  that  they  are  tenants  in 
common — not  of  the  homestead,  but  of  the  whole  property.* 
The  debtor's  interest  is  represented  by  the  homestead,  and 
the  purchaser's  by  the  residue.  **  Tenants  in  common,"  says 
Blackstone,  **  are  such  as  hold  by  several  and  distinct  titles,  but 
by  unity  of  possession  ;  because  none  knoweth  his  own  severalty,, 
and,  therefore,  they  all  occupy  promiscuously.  This  tenancy, 
therefore,  happens  where  there  is  a  unity  of  possession  merely, 
but  perhaps  an  entire  disunion  of  interest,  of  title,  and  of  time."  * 
The  rights  of  the  owner  of  the  homestead  and  the  purchaser  of 

'  Blue  V,  Blue,  8S  HI.  9, 19. 

2  69  HI.  298. 

>  See,  also,  the  cases  cited  to  J  625. 

*  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  36;  Letchford  v.  Gary,  62  Miss.  791 ;  Swan  r.  Ste- 
phens, 99  Mass.  9;  Sisson  v,  Tate,  114  Mass.  501 ;  Marsh  v,  Hammond,  103  Mass.  150; 
Barney  v..  Leeds,  54  N.  H.  128 ;  Ferguson  v.  Reed,  45  Texas,  574. 

*  2  Bla.  Com.  191. 
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the  residue,  it  is  said,  bring  them  excactly  within  this  definition. 
Each  has  a  right  of  immediate  possession  and  enjoyment ;  and 
the  fact  that  the  owner  of  the  homestead  has  an  estate  for  life, 
and  the  purchaser  of  the  residue  an  estate  in  fee — that  the  one 
holds  by  virtue  of  the  homestead  act,  and  the  other  by  virtue  of 
his  purchase ;  that  one  acquired  his  title  long  before  the  other 
purchased  his  — does  not  make  them  the  less  tenants  in  common 
by  reason. of  their  unity  of  possession.^  The  purchaser  becomes 
the  general  owner,  entitled  to  the  whole,  except  so  far  as  the 
debtor's  special  title  may  exclude  him.'' 

§  631.    Remedy  of  one  such  Co-tenant  against  tbe  other. — 

Such  being  the  relation  of  the  parties,  either  one  would,  it  is 
thought,  in  most  of  the  states,  either  by  force  of  statute'  or 
imder  the  general  principles  of  equity,*  be  entitled  to  a  partition, 
as  in  case  of  an  ordinary  estate  in  common.*  Moreover,  the 
owner  of  the  residue  may,  in  Massachusetts,  maintain  a  writ  of 
entry ,^  and  in  Mississippi  an  action  of  ejectment,^  to  recover  the 
land,  subject  to  the  right  of  homestead  and  to  the  right  of  posses- 
sion incident  thereto ;  and,  if  the  owner  of  the  homestead 
wholly  excludes  the  owner  of  the  residue  from  the  premises,  the 
latter  may  maintain  an  action  against  the  former  in  the  nature  of 
trespass  quare  claiisum  fregit?    In  such  an  action  the  demandant 

1  Silloway  t».  Brown,  12  Allen,  86. 
'  Swan  9.  Stephens,  99  Ma^a.  9. 

»  Gen.  Stat  Mass.,  ch.  104,  J  9;  Gen.  Stat.  Vt.  (App.  1870),  ch.  68,  J12;  Wag.  Stat. 
Mo.,  ch.  68,  2  9. 

*  l^oit,  \  682. 

»  Pittsfleld  Bank  v.  Howk,  4  Allen,  847 ;  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  SiUoway 
«.  Brown,  12  Allen,  86 ;  Barney  t>.  Leeds,  64  N.  H.  128 ;  «.  c,  61  N.  H.  268 ;  Letchford 
V.  Gary,  62  Miss.  791,  796;  Ferguson  v.  Reed,  46  Texas,  674;  Gary  v.  Eastabrook,  6 
Cal.  467.  "When  the  creditor,  at  the  date  and  by  means  of  the  extent,  takes  from 
the  debtor  all  but  a  certain  interest,  the  share  taken  and  the  share  left  are  fixed  by 
law.  The  estate  of  the  debtor  and  the  estate  of  the  creditor  are  then  determined. 
That  of  the  debtor  is  such  a  quantity  of  land  as  is  then  of  the  value  of  five  hundred 
dollars ;  that  of  the  creditor  is  the  residue.  The  precise  quantity  of  the  estate  of  each 
is  fixed  by  law,  and  is  ascertainable  at  the  option  and  upon  the  application  of  either 
tenant  in  common  of  the  entire  estate  for  a  partition  of  it*'  Barney  t;.  Leeds,  61 
N.  H.  286,  'per  Foster,  J. 

>  Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  Swan  v.  Stephens,  99  Mass.  7. 

»  Letchford  ».  Gary,  62  Miss.  791,  794. 

•  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  80,  87. 

516 


ACTION   FOR   ACCX)UNT.  §  632 

will  be  entitled  to  a  judgment  for  full  possession  of  such  portion 
of  the  premises  as  are  not  homestead,  and  for  the  remainder, 
subject  to  the  rights  of  homestead  of  the  tenant  and  his  family.^ 
The  demandant,  purchaser  at  the  execution  sale,  is  the  general 
owner,  entitled  to  possession  of  the  whole,  except  in  so  far  as 
the  tenant's  special  title  may  exclude  him.  Such  being  the  case, 
if  the  tenant  seeks  to  establish  an  exclusive  right  to  any  poition 
of  the  premises  as  a  homestead,  it  is  for  him  to  show  that  that 
limited  right  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  entire  parcel  so  claimed.^ 
If  the  tenant  pleads  the  general  issue,  it  is  unnecessary  that  there 
should  be  evidence  of  actual  disseizin ;  since,  under  this  plea, 
he  is  estopped  to  deny  that  he  was  in  possession  of  the  whole 
premises  and  claiming  a  freehold  therein.' 

§  632.  Continued  —  Trespa^ss  —  Replevin  —  Action  for  Ac- 
count.—  But  the  owner  of  the  residue  cannot  maintain  trespass 
or  replevin  against  the  owner  of  the  homestead  for  taking  all  the 
crops  grown  on  the  premises.  His  remedy  for  this,  if  any,  is 
said,  in  Massachusetts,  to  be  by  an  action  of  contract  for  his 
share  of  the  proceeds,*  which  action,  in  that  state,  has  taken 
place  of  the  action  of  account  given  by  statute  of  4  and  5  Anne, 
chapter  16,  section  27.*  The  action  of  account,  as  it  stood  at 
common  law,  and  as  it  was  enlarged  by  various  early  English 
statutes,  having  fallen  into  general  disuse,*  it  is  conceived  that 
the  remedy  would  now  be  by  bill  in  equity  for  an  account,  or, 
under  special  codes,  by  a  proceeding  in  that  nature.  A  later 
decision  in  Massachusetts,  however,  throws  doubt  upon  the  lia- 
bility of  the  owner  of  the  homestead  to  account  at  all  for  a  share 
of  the  rents  and  profits  to  the  owner  of  the  residue  ;  for  it  is  there 
said  that,  although  the  whole  premises  occupied  by  the  owner  of 

^  Swan  V.  Stephens,  99  Mass.  8. 
«  Ibid.,  9. 

*  Ibid,,  citing  Gen.  Stat.  Mass.,  ch.  184,  {  5 ;  Higbee  v.  Rice,  6  Mass.  344,  851 ; 
Washington  Bank  v.  Brown,  2  Mete.  298 ;  Devens  v.  Bower,  6  Gray,  126. 

*  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  80,  88. 

*  Badger  v.  Holmes,  6  Gray,  118, 119.  And  see  Bigelow  v,  Jones,  10  Pick.  161; 
Barnes  v,  Bartlett,  15  Pick.  75.  By  the  statute  of  Anne  the  action  of  ciceount  was 
given  for  the  first  time  to  one  joint  tenant,  or  tenant  in  common,  against  the  other,  as 
bailiff,  for  receiving  more  than  his  share. 

*  Bac  Abr.,  title  Accompt. 
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the  homestead  exceeded  the  amount  which  he  was  entitled  to  hold 
in  severalty,  this  would  not  make  him  liable  to  account  for  the 
value  of  the  use  of  the  excess.^  And  this  would  clearly  be  the 
rule  where  the  owner  of  the  homestead  has  not  been  guilty  of  an 
actual  ouster  of  the  owner  of  the  residue.*  And  quite  likely  it 
will  be  declared  the  rule  in  all  cases ;  for  it  may  be  doubted 
whether  the  policy  of  the  homestead  laws  would  permit  such  an 
inconvenient  state  of  things  as  a  frequent  accounting  between  the 
owner  of  the  homestead  estate  and  the  owner  of  the  residue, 
since  this  would  lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  actions,  tedious  and 
expensive  in  their  nature,  in  each  one  of  which  it  would  be 
necessary  to  ascertain,  as  the  basis  of  the  account,  how  much 
of  the  estate  was  the  homestead  of  the  tenant.  This  could 
be  better  ascertained  by  a  proceeding  for  a  partition,  which 
would  be  a  finality,  and  obviate  all  future  accounting ;  and 
to  this,  it  should  seem,  the  complaining  party,  in  all  cases, 
ought  to  be  driven.  Moreover,  the  statutes  of  nearly  all  the 
states  provide  for  a  partition  before  a  forced  sale  of  the  prem- 
ises claimed  as  a  homestead,  and  two  or  three  of  them  under  any 
circumstances  ; '  and  none  of  them  seem  to  contemplate  a  thing 
so  anomalous  as  an  accounting  between  the  owner  of  the  home- 
stead estate  and  an  execution  purchaser.  And,  finally,  it  may  be 
observed  that  no  case  has  been  found  in  which  such  an  account- 
ing has  been  had. 

§  633.  Writ  of  JBntry  by  Owner  of  Homestead  agrainst  Re- 
versioner. —  But  one  who  is  in  possession  of  real  estate  in  which 
he  has  an  estate  of  homestead  cannot  maintain  a  writ  of  entry 
for  the  same  against  one  who  only  claims  to  hold  the  reversion,  or 

^  Sisson  V,  Tate,  114  Mass.  601. 

'  Badger  v.  Holmes,  6  Gray,  118. 

»  Alabama— Code  1876,  J  2882.  Arizona— Comp.  Laws  1871,  p.  340,  J|  8,  4. 
California- 1  Civil  Code,  }  1258.  Kansas- Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  88,  j  2.  Dlinois  — 
Key.  Stat  1877,  ch.  62,  J  10.  Indiana— 2  Stat  1876,  p.  865,  {  6.  Massachusetts  — 
Gen.  Stat,  ch.  104,  {  11.  Michigan— 2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  {  6144.  Minnesota— 1 
Biss.  Stat  at  Laiige,  631,  J  167.  Missouri  — Wag.  Stat,  ch.  68,  {  9.  New  York— 4 
Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large,  688,  2  8.  New  Hampshire  —  Gen.  Stat,  ch.  124,  |  5.  North 
Carolina— Battle's  Rev.,  ch.  66,  J  J  2,  3.  South  Carolina— Rev.  Stat  1878,  ch.  96,  { 1. 
Tennessee  —1  Stat  1871,  J  2116  a.  Virginia— Code  1878,  p.  1170,  {  6.  Vermont— 
Gen.  Stat  (App.  1870),  ch.  68,  J  12.  WUconsin— 2  Taylor's  Stat  1649,  {{  26^  26. 
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remainder  after  the  demandant's  death.  It  was  so  held  where 
the  demandant  had,  without  the  signature  of  his  wife,  conveyed 
.land  to  the  defendant  which  he  occupied,  and  thereafter  continued 
to  occupy,  as  a  homestead,  on  condition  that  the  defendant  would 
support  him  during  his  life.  The  defendant  admitted  the  demand- 
ant's right  of  homestead,  but  claimed  a  reversion  after  that  right 
should  cease.  Such  an  action,  it  was  said,  would  not  lie  against 
the  owner  of  the  reversion  out  of  possession,  since  he  had  no 
estate  in  the  land  which  he  could  render  to  the  demandant.  If 
the  demandant  desired  to  avoid  his  deed  as  fraudulent,  his 
remedy  was  in  equity.^ 

§  634.  Manner  of  making  Partition.  —  In  nearly  all  the  states 
the  manner  of  making  partition  of  realty  between  tenants  in 
common  is  regulated  by  statute.'  If  there  is  no  statute  specially 
vesting  this  power  in  the  superior  courts  of  judicature,  there  is 
no  doubt  that  they  succeed  to  it  under  a  general  grant  of  com- 
mon law  and  equity  jurisdiction.'  Thus,  in  an  early  and  well- 
considered  case  in  Iowa,  the  court  said  that  if  the  homestead  of 
the  debtor  ''  exceeds  the  proper  value  and  is  divisible,  and  the 
quantity  can  be  reduced  so  as  to  meet  the  required  value,  this 
must  be  done.  If  a  claim  was  made,  and  this  was  not  done  be- 
fore the  sale,  it  must  be  done  now,  by  the  intervention  of  ref- 
erees, or  in  some  of  the  methods  of  proceeding  known  to  the 
law.  When  an  end  is  distinctly  pointed  out  by  statute,  but  the 
mode  is  not  prescribed,  the  court  will  find  a  method."  *  In  a 
late  case  in  New  Hampshire  the  manner  of  making  partition 
between  a  judgment-debtor  owning  a  homestead  and  one  who 
has  purchased  the  premises  at  execution  subject  to  his  homestead 
interest  received  careful  consideration.  The  statute  of  that 
state  relating  to  the  partition  of  realty  provides  that,  *'  when  any 

>  Kerley  v,  Kerley,  18  Allen,  286 ;  following  Martin  v.  Graves,  6  Allen,  601. 

'  Under  the  General  Statutes  of  Massachusetts,  ch.  104,  {  9,  the  party  entitled  to  a 
homestead,  or  any  other  party  interested,  may  cause  partition  to  he  made  and  the 
homestead  estate  to  he  set  off.    Castle  v.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  404. 

»  1  Washh.  on  Real  Prop.  681 ;  Morrill  t;.  Morrill,  5  N.  H.  136 ;  Hoyt  v.  Kimhall, 
49  N.  H.  828 ;  Barney  v.  Leeds,  64  N.  H.  148 ;  Pittsfield  Bank  v.  Howk,  4  Allen,  860; 
posty  I  682. 

*  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  8  Iowa,  298. 
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estate  is  so  situated  that  it  cannot  be  divided  so  as  to  give  to 
each  owner  his  equal  share  therein  without  great  prejudice  or  in- 
convenience, the  same,  or  part  thereof,  may  be  assigned  to  one 
of  the  owners,  he  paying  to  the  other  persons  interested,  who 
shall  have  less  than  their  shares,  such  sum  of  money  as  the  com- 
mittee shall  award,  or  giving  bond,  with  sufficient  sureties,  to 
pay  the  same,  with  interest,  within  such  time  as  the  court  shall 
order."  ^  The  court  points  out  the  **  folly,  injustice,  and  oppres- 
sion "  of  compelling  one  co-tenant  to  buy  out  the  interest  of  the 
other,  and  says :  **  We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  statute 
under  consideration  is  capable  of  no  other  construction,  when  ap- 
plied to  a  case  like  the  present,  than  that  the  whole  estate  may 
be  assigned  to  one  party,  provided  he  is  willing  to  tak^  ity  he  pay- 
ing the  other  party  the  sum  awarded  by  the  committee ;  and  that, 
in  all  cases  where  division  by  partition  under  the  statute  cannot 
be  made,  b}'  reason  of  the  nature  and  situation  of  the  property, 
the  parties  are  left  to  the  ample,  flexible,  and  more  appropriate 
remedies  of  equity,  whereby  the  entire  estate  may  be  sold,  and 
the  rights  of  the  parties  settled  and  determined  upon  equitable 
principles."  ^  If  the  premises  are  capable  of  division,  the  com- 
mittee appointed  to  make  partition  should  assign  to  the  debtor, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  so  much  of  the  estate  as  they  may  find  to 
have  been  of  the  value  of  the  homestead  exemption,  on  the  day 
of  the  completion  of  the  levy  thereon  —  not  at  the  time  when  par- 
tition is  made.'  In  Massachusetts,  under  a  statute  making  no 
provision  for  partition  between  the  owner  of  a  homestead  and  a 
plaintiff  levying  on  the  excess,  it  was  said  to  be  a  necessary  im- 
plication from  the  existence  of  their  rights  that  such  decrees 
must  be  made  by  the  court  as  will  effectuate  the  purposes  of  the 
law,  and  secure  to  each  of  the  parties  such  portion  of  the  estate 
as  they  are  respectively  entitled  to  hold.  For  this  purpose  pom- 
missioners  should  be  appointed  by  the  court  to  set  off  and  assign, 
by  metes  and  bounds,  to  the  debtor  and  his  family  their  home- 
stead right  in  the  premises.  And  when  their  report  is  made 
and  accepted  by  the  court,  the  proper  writ  should  issue  to  put 

>  Gen.  Stat  N.  H.  1867,  cb.  228,  J  26. 
*  Barney  v.  Leeds,  54  N.  H.  146. 
»  Ibid.,  61  N.  H.  268. 
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the  plaintiff  in  possession  of  all  the  remaining  portion  of  the 
estate.^ 

§  635.  Sale  of  Reversion  of  Homestead. — Although  some 
courts  treat  the  homestead  as  an  intermediate  estate  in  the  land, 
the  creditor  cannot  seize  and  sell  the  revei'sion^  •*  If  it  were 
otherwise/*  said  a  learned  court,  **and  it  could  be  set  off  or 
sold  upon  execution,  subject  to  the  homestead  right,  it  will 
readily  be  seen  that  the  debtor's  right  would  practically  be  lim- 
ited to  the  mere  occupation  of  the  property  as  a  homestead,  and 
that  he  could  neither  exchange  it  for  another  nor  mortgage  it, 
because  the  moment  he  left  it  the  creditor  would  come  into  full 
possession  ;  and,  therefore,  as  the  title  of  the  mortgagee  would  de- 
pend wholly  upon  the  contingency  that  the  debtor  continued  to 
occupy  the  property  as  a  homestead,  no  prudent  person  would  be 
likely  to  loan  money  upon  such  security.  In  this  way,  by  de- 
priving the  debtor  of  all  use  of  the  homestead  except  the  mere 
occupation  of  it,  a  creditor  might  contribute  largely  to  a  state  of 
things  that  would  drive  his  debtor  from  the  homestead  into  the 
poor-house,  as  suggested  in  the  plaintiff's  bill,  and  in  that  way 
obtain  a  complete  title  to  the  property."  '  Thus,  it  has  been  held 
that  if  a  homestead,  being  within  the  statutory  limit  of  value,  is 
sold  at  sheriff's  sale,  and,  after  a  deed  has  been  made  to  the  pur- 
chaser, the  debtors  abandon  it,  no  right  whatever  accrues  to  the 
purchaser  by  such  abandonment.*  But  in  respect  of  a  widow* 8 
homestead,  there  is  language  in  one  New  Hampshire  case  hold- 
ing the  contrary  view.  There  the  administrator  sold  the  estate, 
describing  it  as  subject  to  the  widow's  right  of  homestead,  and 
the  widow  became  the  purchaser.  It  was  said  that  the  sale 
passed  title  subject  to  the  widow*s  right  of  homestead,  and  it  did 
not  change  the  legal  effect  of  the  sale  that  the  widow  happened 
to  be  the  purchaser.  «*  The  purchaser  under  such  a  sale,"  said 
the  court,  ''takes  the  whole  title  in  the  land  sold  except  the 
widow's    right   of  homestead.     *     *     *     Her  interest    was    a 

*  Pittsfleld  Bank  v.  Howk,  4  AUen,  850. 

«  Wiggins  V.  Chance,  64  111.  175 ;  Tucker  v,  Kenniaton,  47  N.  H.  267.  ^ 

*  Tucker  v,  Kenniston,  supra,  opinion  by  Bellows,  J. 

*  Wiggins  o.  Chance,  supra. 
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mere  personal  right  to  occupy  during  her  life.  It  was  no  estate 
that  she  could  transfer  to  another ;  and  an  attempt  at  sale  of  that 
right  by  the  administrator  would  not  change  the  nature  of  her 
interest  so  as  to  make  it  an  estate  in  the  purchaser  at  the  adminis- 
trator's sale.  The  purchaser  at  an  administrator's  sale  of  land 
subject  to  the  homestead  right  of  the  widow,  when  she  has 
ceased  to  occupy  in  person,  would  hold  the  land  discharged  of 
her  right.^  A  statute  of  North  Carolina  makes  it  **  unlawful  to 
levy  or  sell  under  execution  for  any  debt  the  reversionary  inter- 
est in  any  lands  included  in  a  homestead,  until  after  the  termina- 
tion of  the  homestead  interest  itself,"  *  In  order  that  this  pro- 
vision should  not  work  unnecessary  injury  to  creditors,  the  same 
statute  contained  a  proviso  that  '<  the  statute  of  limitations  shaU 
not  run  against  any  debt  owing  by  the  holder  of  the  homestead 
affected  by  this  section,  during  the  existence  of  his  interest*  in 
the  homestead."  **This  act,"  said  Dick,  J.,  **  was  intended 
to  protect  the  owner  of  a  homestead  against  any  vexatious  liti- 
gation which  might  be  instituted  by  the  purchaser  of  a  rever- 
sionary interest.  Such  interest,  if  sold,  would  yield  but  little 
to  an  execution  creditor  in  satisfaction  of  his  debt,  and  in  nine 
cases  out  of  ten  would  be  purchased  by  speculators."  •  In  the 
same  case  it  was  said,  arguendo ^  that  even  before  the  passage  of  this 
act  *'  the  estate  in  the  homestead,  as  created  by  the  Constitution, 
was  a  determinable  fee^  and  the  tenant  was  not  impeachable  for 
waste."  * 

§  636.  Forced  Sale  of  Homestead  and  Payment  of  Value  to 
Debtor.  —  Where  the  homestead  is  woith  more  than  the  limited 
value,  and  is  incapable  of  partition  from  the  rest  of  the  debtor's 
realty,  many  of  the  statutes  provide  that  it  shall  be  sold  and  the 
value  of  the  exemption  paid  over  to  the  debtoi*,  or  reinvested  in 
another  homestead  for  him,  under  the  direction  of  the  court. 
Such  a  statute  in  Illinois  provided  that  the  officer  selling  the 
homestead  should,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  pay  to  the 

1  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Simonds,  46  N.  1^.  86S. 

«  Stat^N.  C.  1869-70,  ch.  121,  J  2;  Battle's  Rev.  471,  {  26. 

»  Poe  ».  Hardie,  66  N.  C.  447. 

*  Ibid.,  per  Dick,  J. 
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execution  debtor  the  sum  of  $1,000,  which  should  be  exempt  for 
one  year.*  With  respect  to  the  time  when  this  limitation  begins 
to  run,  the  Supreme  Coui-t  of  that  state  holds  that  ^*  a  reasonable 
time  within  the  period  of  redemption  must  be  allowed  a  judg- 
ment-debtor whose  homestead  has  been  sold  to  test  the  validity 
of  the  sale,  by  motion  or  other  proceeding,  before  the  court  out 
of  which  the  process  issued,  or  to  take  the  money.  He  may  be 
advised  by  his  counsel  that  the  sale  is  irregular  and  invalid,  and 
he  ought  to  be  allowed  time  to  test  the  question.  The  statute 
does  not  say  that  the  money  paid  to  the  debtor  shall  be  exempt 
from  execution  for  one  year  from  the  day  of  sale,  *  *  *  but 
that,  when  paid  to  the  debtor,  it  shall  be  exempt  for  one  year. 
It  seems,  therefore,  that  the  statute  does  not  begin  to  run  until 
the  money  is  actually  paid  over  to  the  judgment-debtor."  There- 
fore, where  a  debtor's  homestead  had  been  sold  by  a  master  in 
chancery,  and  he  had  moved  to  set  the  sale  aside,  refusing  in  the 
meantime  a  tender  of  $1,000  made  by  the  master,  it  was  not 
subject  to  garnishment  in  the  hands  of  the  master  within  a  year 
after  the  overruling  of  his  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale.^  It  has 
been  held  in  Vermont  that,  since  the  homestead  exemption  is  for 
the  benefit  of  the  family  as  well  as  the  husband,  and  since  the 
homestead  cannot  be  conveyed  unless  the  wife  join  in  the  con- 
veyance, its  value  on  a  sale  may  be  set  apart  and  secured  to  the 
wife ;  especially  in  view  of  another  statute  of  that  state  *  which 
in  terms  exempts  from  attachment  or  trustee  process  the  pro- 
ceeds of  any  property  sold  and  conveyed,  which  was,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  exempt  from  execution.*  But  in  two  well-considered 
cases  the  principle  has  been  declared  that,  unless  the  Constitution 
or  Legislature  has  provided  for  a  sale  of  the  homestead  and  a 
partition  of  the  proceeds  between  the  debtor  and  creditor,  so 
that  the  debtor  shall  get  in  money  the  value  of  the  statutoiy 
exemption  and  the  creditor  the  excess,  this  cannot  be  done  by 
the  courts.  If,  therefore,  under  such  a  state  of  legislation,  the 
homestead  has  been  reduced  by  partition  as  far  as  it  is  capable  of 

^  Scates'  Comp.  Laws,  676,  {  6. 

*  Walsh  V.  Horine,  36  m.  288. 

*  Acts  1866,  p.  26. 

*  Morgan  v.  Stearns,  41  Yt.  407. 
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reduction  without  ceasing  to  be  a  homestead,  and  it  still  exceeds 
the  prescribed  value,  it  is  not  the  homestead  contemplated  by 
the  Constitution  or  statute,  and  is  not  exempt.^ 


ARTICLE  II. — Whether  the  Debtor  must  claim. 

§  639.  Cases  conflicting.  —  Upon  the  question  whether  the 
debtor  must  bring  his  right  of  homestead  to  the  notice  of  the 
levying  officer  at  or  before  the  sale,  or  whether  the  officer  must 
of  his  own  accord  take  notice  of  the  existence  of  the  debtor's 
homestead  and  protect  it,  the  cases  present  a  conflict  of  authority. 
In  Missouri,'  New  Hampshire,*  North  Carolina,*  Iowa,*  Illinois,* 
Arkansas,^  and  Nevada®  the  right  is  not  lost  by  the  failure  of 
the  debtor  thus  to  claim  it.  The  rule  is  so  strict  in  Noith  Caro- 
lina that,  where  the  execution  defendant  does  not  petition  for 
homestead,  and  where  the  plaintiff*  refuses  to  pay  the  necessary 
fees  for  laying  oif  the  homestead,  the  sheriff  is  justified  in  taking 
no  action.®  In  that  state  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  having  the 
execution  first  to  lay  oif  the  homestead,  and  then  to  levy  on  the 
excess,  if  any.  And  the  court  says  that  this  allotment  of  the  home- 
stead by  the  sheriff^  is  not  required  in  order  to  vest  the  title  in  the 
owner,  for  that  is  done  by  the  Constitution,  but  for  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  if  there  is  any  excess,  which,  only,  is  the  subject  of  levy 
and  sale.^^     Where  this  rule  prevails,  if  the  debtor's  land  is  sold 

1  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  8  Iowa,  287 ;  Beecher  v.  Baldy,  7  Mich.  488,  601. 

*  Vogler  V.  Montgomery,  64  Mo.  684. 
s  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H.  293. 

*  Abbott  V.  Cromartie,  72  N.  C.  292;  Lambert  v.  Kinnery,  74  N.  0.  860;  Lute  v. 
Reilly,  66  N.  C.  20;  Twylor  v.  Rhyne,  66  N.  C.  681;  Vannoy  v.  Haymore,  71  N.C. 
128. 

*  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  6  Iowa,  877. 

*  Moore  v.  Titman,  88  HI.  868;  Pardee  v,  Lindley,  81  HI.  187.  Said  the  court  in 
the  last  case :  "  Nor  does  the  law  require  her,  <^r  her  husband,  to  do  any  act  to  secure 
this  right.  They  are  both  passive,  whilst  the  law,  silently  but  effectually,  throws 
around  them  its  protecting  shield."  To  the  same  effect  see  Hoskins  v.  Litchfield,  81 
m.  187. 

^  Hughes  V,  Watt,  26  Ark.  228. 
»  Goldman  v,  Clark,  1  Nev.  611. 

*  Lute  V.  Beilly,  66  N.  C.  20 ;  Taylor  v,  Rhyne,  66  N.  C.  581 ;  Vannoy  v.  Haymore, 
71  N.  C.  128. 

"  Lambert  v.  Kinnery,  74  N.  C.  860. 
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in  disregard  of  his  homestead  right,  he  may  afterwards  set  it  up 
as  a  defense  in  ejectment,  and  this  notwithstanding  he  may  have 
taken  a  lease  from  the  purchaser.*  In  New  Hampshire,  where 
this  rule  prevails,  the  creditor  may  set  off  the  debtor's  land  under 
an  execution,  subject  to  the  latter' s  right  of  homestead  ;  although 
a  failure  to  claim  the  homestead  exemption  does  not  destroy  the 
debtor's  right  of  homestead,  it  precludes  him  from  having  it  set 
off  in  the  statutory  manner.  The  land  will  be  set  off  to  the 
creditor  subject  to  the  debtor's  right  of  homestead,  and  either 
party  may  afterwards  proceed  for  a  partition.'  The  statute  of 
Nevada  says  that  the  owner  of  the  property  shall  make  the  claim 
of  homestead  when  it  is  levied  on  ; '  but  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  says  that  this  is  merely  directoiy.  If  the  husband  refuses 
to  assert  the  homestead  claim,  and  to  point  out  what  he  claims, 
this  will  not  prevent  the  wife  from  asserting  her  claim.* 

§  640.  How  under  the  Missouri  Statute.  —  The  2d  section 
of  the  homestead  law  of  Missouri  provides  as  follows :  **  When- 
ever an  execution  shall  be  levied  upon  the  real,  estate  of  such 
housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family,  of  which  such  homestead  may 
be  a  part,  or  upon  such  part  of  any  homestead  as  may  be  in 
excess  of  the  limitation  of  the  value  thereof  created  in  sec- 
tion 1  of  this  chapter,  such  housekeeper  or  head  of  a  family  shall 
have  the  right  to  designate  and  choose  the  part  thereof  to 
which  the  exemption  created  in  section  1  of  this  chapter  shall 
apply,  not  exceeding  the  limited  value ;  and  upon  such  desig- 
nation and  choice,  or  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  designate  or 
choose,  the  sheriff  levying  the  execution  shall  appoint  three  dis- 
interested appraisers,  who  shall,  first  being  sworn  to  a  faithful 
discharge  of  their  duties,  fix  the  location  and  boundaries  of  such 
homestead,  and  the  sheriff  shall  then  proceed  with  the  levy  of 
such  execution  upon  the  residue  of  such  real  estate,  as  in  other 
cases ;  and  such  proceedings  in  respect  to  the  homestead  shall 
be  stated  in  the  return  upon  such  execution."*    From  this   sec- 

1  Abbott  V.  Cromartie,  72  N.  C.  292 ;  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  81  HI.  187 ;  post,  }  686. 

«  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H.  269,  270 ;  9,  e.,  64  N.  H.  128. 

>  Homestead  Acts  1861. 

*  Goldman  t;.  Clark,  1  Nev.  611. 

»  Wag.  SUt.  Mo.  1872,  p.  697,  }  2. 
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tion  the  Supreme  Court  of  Missouri  have  inferred  that  the  sheriff 
cannot  proceed  with  the  levy  until  he  has  thus  appointed  ap- 
praisers. '*Nor  does  it  seem  to  be  material/'  says  the  court, 
*'  whether  the  housekeeper  or  the  head  of  the  family  asserts  his 
claim  or  not.  It  may  be  that  he  is  absent.  This  law  is  for  the 
benefit  of  the  family.  The  occupancy  of  the  house  as  a  family 
residence  is  a  fact  easily  ascertained  by  the  officer.  He  caimot 
proceed  with  his  levy  until  he  has  ascertained,  in  the  mode  di- 
rected by  the  act,  the  extent  and  value  of  the  premises,  and  that 
they  are  beyond  the  limit  protected  against  executions,"  ^  But  it 
is  error  to  quash  a  levy  upon  land  because  the  sheriff  did  not 
summons  appraisers  to  lay  off  the  homestead,  as  required  by  the 
above  statute,  if  it  appears  that,  under  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
the  debtor  was  not  entitled  to  a  homestead.  There  may,  how- 
ever, be  doubtful  cases,  in  which  the  safer  course  for  an  officer 
would  be  a  literal  observance  of  the  directions  of  the  statute.* 

§  641.    Statutes  under  which  Debtor  must  claim  the  Bight. 

—  In  a  few  states  the  rule  has  been  adopted  that  the  debtor  must 
claim  his  homestead  exemption  at  the  time  of  the  levy  or  before 
the  sale,  or  he  will  be  precluded  from  claiming  it  afterwards. 
This  is  the  settled  rule  in  Pennsylvania,*  and  was  the  early  rule 
in  Indiana.*  The  exemption  laws  of  these  states  limit  the  value 
of  property,  either  real  or  personal,  as  the  debtor  may  select, 
which  may  be  reserved  from  creditors,  to  the  sum  of  $300. 
An  exemption  so  limited  in  value  must,  in  nearly  all  cases, 
necessarily  be  selected  from  personal  property ;  and  I  have 
therefore  treated  the  statutes  of  these  states  in  connection  with 
chattel  exemptions.  Practically,  these  states  have  no  home- 
stead law.  A  construction  similarly  narrow  was  given  to  an 
old  statute  in  Georgia  called  «*The  Poor  Man's  Law."  It  re- 
sei-ved  from  execution  to  every  white  citizen  of  the  state  twenty 
acres  of  land,  and  five  acres  for  each  additional  child  under  fif- 
teen years  of  age,  and  provided  that  **  when  any  head  of  a  family 

*  Vogler  V.  Montgomery,  54  Mo.  584. 
>  Shindler  v.  Givena,  63  Mo.  894. 

»  Posty  i  826. 

*  Post,  i  820. 
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shall  own  a  greater  quantity  of  land  than  that  exempted  from 
levy  and  sale  by  the  provisions  of  the  1st  section  of  this  act,  he 
or  she  shall  procure  the  county  surveyor  to  lay  off  the  number  of 
acres  so  exempted  so  as  to  include  the  dwelling-house  and  im- 
provements of  the  original  tract,  if  there  be  any  thereon.  And 
he  or  she  shall  designate  to  the  sheriff,  or  other  officer  in  whose 
hand  the  process  directing  a  levy  and  sale  may  be,  the  boundary 
so  laid  off,  and  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  the  sheriff  or  other 
officer  to  levy  on  or  sell  the  tract  so  designated.**  ^  It  was  held 
that  the  laying  off  of  the  homestead  by  the  surveyor  was  a  con- 
dition precedent  to  the  debtor's  right  to  claim  the  exemption, 
and  that,  if  the  debtor  laid  off  more  than  he  was  entitled  to,  the 
sheriff  might  go  on  and  sell  the  whole  ;  though,  if  laying  off  the 
excess  was  the  result  of  a  mistake  ^  the  debtor  might  have  relief 
in  equity.^  Under  the  homestead  law  of  Alabama,  embodied  in 
the  Code  of  1867,  defining  the  homestead  and  providing  that  it 
be  set  off  by  freeholders  summoned  by  the  sheriff,*  it  has  been 
held  that  the  exemption  is  lost  unless  brought  to  the  notice  of 
the  proper  person  —  the  sheriff  or  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution — 
before  the  sale.*  The  same  view  was  intimated  under  a  former 
statute  of  South  Carolina,  but  the  question  did  not  necessarily 
arise.'  It  was  so  ruled  under  the  Massachusetts  act  of  1857, 
where  the  property  sold  under  the  execution  consisted  of  an 
equity  of  redemption.*  It  has  been  held  in  New  Hampshire  that 
a  levy  upon  premises  of  which  the  execution  debtor  is  in  pos- 
session, claiming  a  homestead  therein,  made  without  any  applica- 
tion on  the  part  of  the  debtor  for  the  assignment  of  a  homestead 
to  him,  is  valid  against  a  grantee  of  the  debtor,  whose  deed 
is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  creditors,  although  the  value  of  the 
premises  does  not  exceed  the  amount  exempted  by  law  from 
attachment  or  levy.^ 

1  Cobb'8  Dig.  8S9. 

»  Crow  V,  Whitwortb,  20  Ga.  88;  ante,  J  156. 

•  Code  Ala.  1867,  {{  2880,  2881. 

•  BeU  «.  Davis,  42  Ala.  460. 

»  Manning  v.  Dove,  10  Rich.  Law,  395,  400. 

•  Livermore  v.  Boutelle,  11  Gray,  217. 

^  Currier  v,  Sutherland,  54  N.  H.  475.    The  theory  of  the  court  is  that  the  exemp- 
tion is  a  privilege  which  can  be  claimed  by  the  debtor  only  —  not  by  a  fraudulent 
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§  642.  Under  Statute  of  South  Carolina. — In  South  Caro- 
lina, as  in  Georgia,  the  homestead  is  dedicated  in  the  third  man- 
ner pointed  out  in  a  former  section,^  that  is,  by  a  proceeding  in  a 
court  of  justice.^  The  homestead  thus  created  is  not  the  home- 
stead which  the  debtor  may  have  previously  dedicated  as  such, 
by  occupancy  as  in  some  states,  or  by  a  recorded  declaration  as 
in  others,'^  but  ''  such  as  said  person  may  select  '*  when  an  officer 
comes  to  levy  process.*  In  order  to  give  effect  to  this  right  of 
selection  on  the  part  of  the  debtor,  the  officer  must  cause  to  be 
appointed  three  appraisers,  in  the  manner  pointed  out,  who  pro- 
ceed to  set  off  by  metes  and  bounds  and  appraise  the  homestead 
defined  in  the  Constitution.  The  statute  then  provides  that  **  the 
set-off  and  assignment  so  made  by  the  appraisers  shall  be  re- 
turned by  the  officer,  along  with  said  process,  for  record  in  court ; 
and,  if  no  complaint  shall  be  made  by  either  pStrty,  no  further 
proceedings  shall  be  had  against  the  homestead,  but  the  residue 
of  the  lands  and  tenements  of  the  head  of  the  family,  if  any 
more  or  other  he  shall  have,  shall  be  liable  to  attachment,  levy, 
and  sale ;  provided  that,  upon  good  cause  shown,  the  court  out 
of  which  the  process  issued  may  order  a  reappraisement  and  reas- 
signment of  the  homestead,  either  by  the  same  appraisers  or 
others  appointed  by  the  court."  *  Unless  the  debtor  asserts  his 
right  of  homestead  when  adversary  process  comes  against  him ; 
unless  it  is  appraised  as  required  by  the  statute,  and  the  record 

vendee ;  that  the  dehtor,  having  failed  to  claim  the  right,  the  officer  was  at  liberty 
to  proceed.  This  will  appear  from  the  following  language  in  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  by  Hibbard,  J.:  '^If  Mrs.  Smith,  being  entitled  to  a  homestead,  had  applied 
to  the  officer  making  the  levy  to  set  it  out  to  her,  it  would  have  been  his  duty  to  do 
so ;  and  if  he  had  disregarded  her  application,  the  levy  would  have  been  void.  Fogg 
V.  Fogg,  40  N.  H.  282 ;  Tucker  v.  Kenniston,  47  N.  H.  268.  But,  no  application  hav- 
ing been  made  by  her  to  the  officer  for  an  assignment  of  homestead,  she  waived  her 
right  to  an  assignment  under  the  statute,  and  the  creditor,  under  such  circumstances, 
was  at  liberty  to  disregard  her  homestead  right.  Foster,  J.,  in  Barney  v.  Leeds,  51 
N.  H.  253,  270.  But  her  right,  if  any,  was  not  lost  by  the  neglect,  but  may  yet  be 
secured  to  her  by  resort  to  other  forms  of  proceeding.  Fletcher  r.  State  Capital 
Bank,  37  N.  H.  869,  895 ;  Fogg  v,  Fogg,  40  N.  H.  282,  286 ;  Barney  o.  Leeds,  51  N.  H. 
258,  269,  271.  279 ;  Tidd  v.  Quinn,  62  N.  H.  844." 

1  Ante,  i  280. 

«  Ante,  I  520. 

'  Ante,  2  280  e^  seq, 

*  Rev.  Stat  S.  C.  1878,  p.  475,  {  L 

6  Ibid. 
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of  the  appraisement  returned  into  court,  he  cannot  set  it  up  as  a 
defense  to  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  purchaser  at 
the  sheriff's  sale,  or  one  claiming  through  him.  Until  the  record 
of  the  assignment  is  returned  into  court,  no  opportunity  is 
afforded  by  the  creditor  to  contest  it.  A  proceeding  thus  imper- 
fect does  not  become  an  adjudication  of  the  debtor's  right  of 
homestead,  but  by  allowing  the  opportunity  for  such  an  adjudi- 
cation to  pass,  his  rights  are  concluded.^ 

§  643.    Within  wliat  Time  the  Debtor  must  claim. — If  the 

debtor  is  required  at  all  to  claim  his  homestead  of  the  officer, 
and  if  it  can  only  be  set  off  to  him  in  kind,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  he  must  make  this  claim  before  the  sale  has  actually  taken 
place.*  But  if  the  statute  affixes  a  pecuniary  value  to  the  home- 
stead reservation  and  permits  it  to  be  paid  to  him,  or  to  some 
one  for  him,  in  money,  there  appears  to  be  no  good  reason  why, 
on  proper  notice  to  the  creditor,  he  cannot  claim  the  allowance 
at  any  time  before  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  have  actually  been 
paid  over  by  the  sheriff;  and  in  Georgia  it  has  been  so  held.' 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  homestead  is  to  be  admeasured  to  the 
debtor  in  kind,  it  would  seem  sufficient  for  him  to  make  his  claim 

*  Ryan  v,  Pettigrew,  7  S.  0.  146 ;  Choice  v,  Charles,  7  S.  C.  171.  I  have  stated 
merely  what  seems  to  me  to  be  the  substance  of  the  imperfect  reasoning  in  these  two 
cases.  In  the  former  case  Moses,  C.  J.,  said :  "A  party  may  lose  the  benefit  of  a  pro* 
tection  afforded  by  a  constitutional  provision,  if  he  refrain  from  interposing  it  as  a  bar 
to  a  recovery  sought  against  him,  and,  after  judgment,  may  be  precluded  from  then 
resorting  to  it  for  the  purpose  of  then  redeeming  a  right  thus  lost.  But,  to  bar  him, 
there  must  be  a  previous  judgment  on  the  very  issue.  Here,  so  far  from  there  having 
been  judgment,  the  return  was  never  made  to  the  court,  and  if  Mowry  &  Son  [the 
judgment-creditors]  had  any  notice,  it  was  not  of  the  return  against  which  they  might 
have  complained,  but  of  the  mere  claim  of  the  respondent  to  a  homestead,  which 
they  could  not  meet  and  resist  until  asserted  as  a  right  through  some  judicial  pro- 
ceeding, or  interposed,  as  it  now  is,  to  bar  the  recovery  of  the  premises  by  force — not 
of  the  claim,  but  of  the  right"    Ryan  v.  Pettigrew,  7  S.  C.  160. 

s  Kuntz  v.Bsehr,  28  La.  An.  90;  Williston  v.  Schmidt,  28  La.  An.  416;  Herschfeldt 
V.  George,  6  Mich.  468.  In  this  last  case  the  court  says :  "To  hold  that  such  exemption 
can  be  claimed  at  any  other  time,  or  in  any  other  manner,  than  such  as  is  contem- 
plated by  the  statute,  would  open  the  door  to  the  most  monstrous  frauds.  If  the  claim 
can  be  made  months  and  years  after  a  levy,  and  if  the  value  at  the  time  of  the  claim 
is  to  determine  its  value  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  thousands  of  dollars  may  thereby, 
through  rise  in  value  and  the  squandering  of  money  in  improvements  and  ornaments, 
be  sealed  up  beyond  the  reach  of  creditors.    The  law  never  intended  such  a  result" 

*  Ragland  v.  Moore,  61  Gku  476. 
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at  any  time  before  the  sale  has  actually  taken  place.  The  most 
that  could  reasonably  be  required  of  him  would  be  to  give  the 
officer  sufficient  notice  to  enable  him  to  summon  the  appraisers 
and  take  the  other  steps  prescribed  by  the  statute.  Thus,  in 
Alabama,  where  the  homestead  right  appears  to  depend  upon  a 
selection  to  be  made  by  the  debtor,  and  where  the  same  rule 
obtains  in  regard  to  the  exemption  of  personal  property,  *'  re- 
peated decisions  affirm  that  the  subjects  of  exemption  may  be 
selected  at  any  time  before  the  sale."^  In  Michigan  it  has  been 
held  not  necessary  that  notice  to  the  officer  should  be  made  at 
the  time  of  the  levy,  but  it  will  be  sufficient  if  made  within  a 
reasonable  time  thereafter ;  since  it  could  not  have  been  contem- 
plated  that  such  action,  founded  upon  the  levy,  could  be  taken 
by  the  debtor  before  being  made  aware  that  a  levy  had  been 
made.*  Under  a  statute  providing  that  the  homestead  may  be 
set  off  on  the  application  of  **the  debtor  or  his  wife,  his  agent 
or  attorney,"  to  '*  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  executing  any  writ 
or  execution  founded  upon  any  judgment  or  decree,"  it  is  not 
necessary  for  the  debtor  to  assert  his  claim  to  a  homestead 
before  a  decree  and  order  of  sale,  on  a  creditor's  bill  filed 
against  him.  The  order  of  sale  is  an  "execution"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute ;  and  it  will  be  sufficient  if  he  makes  hia 
application  before  the  sale  has  taken  place.'  In  Arkansas,  where 
a  debtor  had  two  residences  on  different  tracts,  it  was  held  that 
he  mio:ht  elect  which  he  would  reserve  as  his  homestead,  and 
that  he  might  make  this  election  on  the  day  of  sale.  The  court 
gives  as  a  reason  why  a  debtor  ought  not  to  be  held  bound  to- 
make  his  election  on  the  day  of  sale,  the  fact  that,  under  the  pre- 
vailing practice  of  levying  on  lands  by  simply  procuring  the 
numbers  of  them  and  entering  them  on  the  execution,  a  sheriff 
may  make  his  levy  without  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  in 
execution* — a  reason  which  would  not  hold  good  in  many  states. 

§  644.   Manner  of  makings  Claim. — A  narrow  construction 

^  Melton  9.  Andrews,  45  Ala.  454. 
«  Beecher  v,  Baldy,  7  Mich.  510. 
s  Sears  v.  Hanks,  14  Ohio  St  298. 
«  Tumlinson  v,  Swinney,  22  Ark.  408. 
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of  the  homestead  law  of  Louisiana  has  led  to  the  conclusion  that 
SLpei'sonal  notice,  by  the  debtor  to  the  sheriff  and  the  plaintiff  in 
the  seizure  and  sale,  does  not  amount  to  a  legal  assertion  of  the 
debtor's  right  of  homestead,  so  as  to  secure  and  preserve  it  in 
case  of  sale  ;  ^  but  what  is  meant  by  personal  notice  does  not  ap- 
pear— probably,  a  verbal  notice.  A  statute  in  Wisconsin  pro- 
vided that,  *'  whenever  a  levy  shall  be  made  upon  the  lands  or 
tenements  of  a  householder  whose  homestead  has  not  been 
selected  and  set  apart  by  metes  and  bounds,  such  householder 
may  notify  the  officer,  at  the  time  of  making  such  levy,  of  what 
he  regards  his  homestead,  with  a  description  thereof,  within  the 
limits  above  prescribed  ;  and  the  remainder  alone  shall  be  subject 
to  sale  under  such  levy.'*  ^  Where  a  levy  was  made  on  a  tract  of 
land  containing  100  acres,  and  the  debtor  claimed  forty  acres 
of  the  west  side  of  the  south  half  of  the  tract  as  exempt,  and  it 
turned  out  that  his  dwelling-house  was  mostly,  if  not  entirely, 
situated  on  the  north  half  of  the  tract,  it  was  held  that,  whether 
the  dwelling-house  was  situated  on  the  premises  thus  selected  or 
not,  it  was  a  fair  inference  that  the  debtor  intended  by  the  selec- 
tion to  embrace  the  dwelling  and  appurtenances,  instead  of 
claiming  any  particular  government  subdivision.  *'The  main 
object  of  any  selection,"  said  the  court,  *'is  to  identify  and 
define  the  property  to  which  the  exemption  applies,  so  as  to  dis- 
tinguish it  from  that  which  may  be  sold  by  creditors ;  and  when 
a  debtor  states  with  reasonable  certainty  what  he  regards  as  his 
homestead,  it  is  sufficient.  If  the  creditor  is  not  satisfied  with 
this  designation,  he  can  cause  the  officer  to  make  out  a  survey 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute."'  In  the  absence 
of  a  requirement  in  the  statute  or  Constitution  that  notice  by 
the  debtor  to  the  levying  officer  of  his  claim  of  homestead  shall 
be  in  writing^  a  written  notice  will  not  be  required ;  but  it  will 
be  sufficient  if  made  in  any  form  which  indicates  to  the  officer, 
with  reasonable  certainty,  the  land  claimed  as  a  homestead.* 

1  Euntz  V.  Baehr,  28  La.  An.  90. 
«  Rev.  Stat  1849,  ch.  142,  {  68. 

•  Herrick  v.  Graves,  16  Wis.  1S7,  167,  opinion  by  Cole,  J. 

*  Beecher  v,  Baldy,  7  Mich.  510. 
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§  G45.  Waiver  of  Exemption  at  Time  of  Levy* — If,  as  held 
in  many  states,  considerations  of  public  policy  prohibit  the  head 
of  a  family  from  waiving  an  exemption  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
those  dependent  upon  him,  at  the  time  of  contracting  an  indebt- 
edness, and  where  the  waiver  is,  perhaps,  the  main  consideration 
or  granting  the  credit,^  upon  stronger  grounds,  in  the  absence  of 
statutory  expression,  it  must  be  concluded  that  he  cannot,  with- 
out consideration,  waive  this  privilege  at  the  time  when  his 
property  is  levied  upon  under  an  execution ;  and  it  has  been  so 
held.^  The  reason  of  this  rule  has  been  well  stated  by  the 
Supreme  Couit  of  Michigan :  **  When  the  householder  is  a  married 
man,  he  cannot,  probably,  by  any  waiver,  consent  to  a  sale  on 
execution  so  as  to  render  such  sale  valid  without  the  consent  of 
the  wife.  For,  in  such  case,  the  validity  of  the  sale  would  rest 
upon  his  consent  in  the  same  manner  as  if  he  had  conveyed  by 
deed ;  and,  if  deeded  by  him  under  like  circumstances,  the  deed 
would  be  void,  even  as  to  him,  without  the  signature  of  the  wife. 
Such,  we  think,  is  the  effect  of  the  express  provision  of  the  Con- 
stitution. The  object  of  the  exemption  was  quite  as  much  to 
protect  the  wife  and  family  as  the  husband."*  The  Supreme 
Court  of  North  Carolina  has  gone  a  step  further,  and  held  that 
the  debtor  does  not  forfeit  his  homestead  by  such  declarations 
made  at  an  execution  sale  as  would  orxlinarily  estop  a  person 
from  afterwards  asserting  title  to  his  property  —  as  denying  title 
to  the  property.*  And,  however  reprehensible  such  conduct  may 
be,  the  conclusion  seeihs  incontrovertible ;  for  the  homestead 
reservation  is  a  substantive  right  of  the  wife,  which  can  only  be 
divested  by  her  deed,  executed  in  conformity  with  the  statute.* 
Her  husband  can,^  therefore,  no  more  divest  this  right  by  his  con- 
duct than  he  can  divest  her  right  of  dower,  or  the  rights  of  a 
third  person.  The  North  Carolina  case  states  these  reasons  im- 
perfectly, in  that  it  speaks  of  the  homestead  exemption  as  a  right 

1  Ante,  i  431  et  8eq. 

«  Denny  v.  White,  2  Coldw.  288 ;  Beecher  v.  Baldy,  7  Mich  606. 

•  Beecher  v,  Baldy,  supra. 

*  Lambert  v.  Kinnery,  74  N.  0.  85a 
s  Ante,  {  409  et  seq, ;  {  470. 
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of  the  defendant^  instead  ot  characterizing  it  as  a  right  of  the 
defendant  and  his  wife.^ 

§  646.    H0W9  if  Exemption  a  personal  Privilegre.  —  Bnt    on 

the  other  hand,  where  the  exemption  is  held  to  be  a  personal 
privilege  which  the  debtor  may  waive  by  contract,  it  seems  plain 
that  he  can,  by  unequivocal  acts,  waive  it  at  the  time  of  levy  and 
sale.'  And  where  the  right  depends  upon  selection  or  demand, 
it  may  be  impliedly  waived  by  the  debtor  by  failure  to  make  the 
selection  or  demand  at  the  proper  tiitie,  or  in  a  reasonable  man- 
ner.* 

ARTICLE  m. — RiOHT  of  Debtor  to  select. 

§  648.  General  Nature  of  this  Bigrht.  —  It  is  proposed  here 
to  consider  how  far  a  debtor,  when  a  general  execution  comes 
against  him,  possesses  the  right  of  selecting  his  homestead  out 
of  the  general  body  of  his  lands.  If  any  portion  of  his  lands 
have  been  previously  dedicated  as  a  homestead  in  either  of  the 
three  methods  pointed  out  in  a  former  chapter,*  he  is  obviou^^ly 
restricted  to  the  land  thus  dedicated,  and  cannot,  upon  principle, 
make  a  new  selection  in  the  face  of  an  execution,  if  to  do  so  will 
prejudice  the  rights  of  his  creditors.*  In  some  states  the  right 
of  selection  is  given  by  statute,  and  in  such  cases  the  homestead 
is  generally  limited  in  value.  In  such  cases  the  exercise  of  the 
right  is  of  no  importance  to  the  creditor,  provided  it  is  accom- 
panied by  a  just  appraisement.  Where,  however,  the  home- 
stead is  limited  in  superficial  area,  but  not  in  value,  the  existence 
of  a  right  of  selection  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  may  become  of 
the  utmost  importance  to  the  creditor.  Thus,  if  A  has  extended 
credit  to  B  on  the  faith  that  B's  lands  are  subject  to  execution, 
except  a  tract  of  forty  acres  worth  $1,000,  which  B  occupies  and 

*  The  court  says :  **  The  defendant,  having  a  vested  estate  in  the  homestead,  con- 
ferred by  the  Constitution,  can  lose  or  part  with  it  only  in  the  mode  prescribed  by 
laff7,  to  wit|  by  deed  with  the  consent  of  the  wife,  evidenced  by  her  privy  examination." 
Lambert  v,  Kinnery,  74  N.  0.  850. 

■  Butt  ».  Green,  29  Ohio,  St  667. 

»  Ibid,;  Frost  t?.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270. 

«  Ante,  2  280. 

ft  AnU,  22  120,  301 ;  infra,  2  654. 

533 


§   t>41)  BIGHT   OF   DEBTOR   TO   SELECT. 

cultivates,  it  is  obvious  that  B  ought  not  to  he  permitted,  after 
the  debt  has  beeu  dishonored,  reduced  to  judgment,  and  execu- 
tion issued  upon  it,  to  select  as  his  homestead  another  farm  of 
forty  acres,  worth  $2,000,  if,  by  doing  this,  he  will  not  leave 
enough  to  satisfy  A's  judgment.  The  case  in  Arkansas  which 
holds  that,  where  a  debtor  has  two  residences  on  different  tracts, 
he  may,  after  levy  and  before  sale,  elect  which  he  will  reserve  as 
his  homestead,^  is  believed  to  be  contrary  to  sound  principle. 
At  least,  the  exercise  of  such  a  right  ought  not  to  be  allowed  where 
it  will  operate  to  withdraw  from  the  reach  of  creditors  property 
of  a  greater  value  than  the  homestead  in  fact  of  the  debtor  at 
the  time  the  debt  was  created.  *<  His  creditors  contract,  in  this 
respect,  with  reference  to  the  character,  value,  and  condition  of 
his  residence  and  the  adjoining  land."  *  This  principle  is  of  spe- 
cial force  under  statutes  which  fix  no  limit  to  the  value  of  the 
homestead ;  but  it  is  not  necessarily  limited  to  such  statutes, 
since,  as  already  seen,  it  is  not  in  general  the  purpose  of  home- 
stead laws  to  exempt  a  given  quantity  or  value  of  property  irre- 
spective of  its  uses,  but  to  exempt  whatever  constitutes  the 
debtor's  homestead  in  fact.'  It  is  this  homestead  in  fact^  then, 
and  not  lands  which  have  never  formed  part  of  his  homestead, 
which,  in  the  absence  of  statutes  giving  him  broader  privileges, 
the  execution  debtor  has  a  right  to  call  upon  the  levying  officer 
to  admeasure  to  him.^ 

§  649.  Continued. — In  Louisiana  the  statute  gives  to  the 
debtor  a  homestead  consisting  of  **  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres 
of  ground  and  the  buildings  and  improvements  thereon,  occupied 
as  a  residence^**  with  the  proviso  <*  that  the  property  herein  de- 
clared exempt  from  seizure  and  sale  does  not  exceed  in  value 
two  thousand  dollars ;  and,  in  case  of  excess,  any  sale  thereof 
under  execution  shall  be  taken  from  the  lot  of  ground  and 
buildings  herein  mentioned."'^    It  is  held  that  this  reserves  to 

• 

*  Tumlinson  v.  Swinney,  22  Ark.  400. 

«  Todd  r.  Gordy,  28  La.  An.  668,  per  Howell,  X 
s  See  {{ 110,  120,  ante. 

*  Todd  p.  Gordy,  28  La.  An.  666. 
»  Dig.  Stat  1870,  p.  701,  {  1. 
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the  debtor  only  the  160  acres  which  includes  his  hona-fide  resi- 
dence ;  that  he  cannot  have  a  homestead  on  any  other  portion 
of  his  plantation,  to  the  extent  of  160  acres,  except  that  portion 
on  which  are  the  buildings  and  improvements  occupied  by  him  as 
a  residence ;  and  that,  if  his  homestead  in  fact  is  worth  more  than 
$2,000,  the  law  does  not  give  him  the  right  to  change  his  resi- 
dence after  seizure,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  homestead 
on  another  and  less  valuable  part  of  the  land,  and  thus,  as  the 
court  expresses  it,   **  evade  the  restriction  in  the  law  as  to  the 
value  of  the  property  to  be  claimed  as  a  homestead."*     The 
result  of  this  case  is  that,  in  Louisiana,  if  a  man's  homestead 
in  fact  is  worth  less  than  $2,000,  it  is  exempt ;  but  if  it  is  worth 
more,  he  is  not  entitled  to  any  homestead  exemption  at  all  —  a 
ijonclusion  which  justifies  the  maxim  of  the  court  that  **  this 
law,  being  in  derogation  of  the  common  right  given  to  creditors 
in  the  property  of  their  debtors,  must  be  strictly  constinied."* 
If  the  homestead  did.  not  exist  in  fact  at  the  time  of  the  levy, 
it  could  not  be  afterwards  claimed.*    But,  where  the  homestead 
has  been  dedicated  merely  by  occupancy  and  w«e,  so  that  the 
creditor,  when  he  gives  a  credit,  is  not  notified  of  any  distinct 
boundaries,  the  same  latitude,  it  should  seem,  ought  to  be  allowed 
the  debtor  in  determining  its  boundaries,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tion that  it  shall  include  his  dwelling-house  and  land  contiguous 
thereto.     Thus,  under  the  statute  of  Wisconsin,  exempting  ••  a 
homestead,  consisting  of  any  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  forty 
acres,  used  for  agriculturid   purposes,  and  the   dwelling-house 
thereon   and  its  appurtenances,  to   be   selected   by  the   owner 
thereof,*'  vrithout  any  limitation  as  to  its  value,  it  has  been  held 
that  one  having  a  right  to  select  a  homestead  is  not  "  limited  in 
his  selection  to  the  forty  acres   according  to  the  government 
survey,  upon  which  his  dwelling-house  is  situated.      There  is 
nothing  in  the  statute  establishing  such  a  limitation;   and  in 
many  cases  it  would  be  extremely  inconvenient  and  disadvanta- 
geous.    His  house  might  be  near  the  line  on  one  forty,  and  his 
farms,  out-houses,  gardens,   etc.,  be   on  the  adjoining  forty. 

»  Todd  V,  Gordy,  28  La.  An.  666. 

«  Ibid.,  667. 

•  Borron  v.  SollibelloB,  28  La.  Ail  866. 
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There  can  be  no  doubt  that  in  such  case  it  was  the  design  of  the 
statute  to  allow  him  to  select,  without  regard  to  the  government 
survey,  any  forty  acres,  in  reasonable  shape,  that  would  include 
bis  dwelling."* 

§  650.  A  contrary  Rule  in  Alabama. — In  Alabama  it  has 
been  held  that  the  existence  of  a  homestead  is  not  indispensa- 
ble to  the  exemption.  •*  The  reservation  of  property  for  the 
use  of  families,"  says  the  court,  "was  intended  to  avoid,  so 
far  as  the  law  was  concerned,  that  extreme  destitution  which 
paralyzes  both  body  and  mind.  The  manner  of  its  use  is  imma- 
terial to  the  creditor,  and  the  fact  that  another  can  and  does  use 
it  more  advantageously  for  the  family  than  they  can  is  no  reason 
for  depriving  them  of  it.  The  creditor  is  interested  in  the  vah(^ 
reserved,  not  in  the  subject-matter  or  the  quantity.  If  the  habi- 
tation at  any  particular  time  was  the  principal  object  of  protec- 
tion, the  exemption  would  have  been  confined  to  that.  If  the 
family  may  not  employ  other  labor  than  their  own  upon  the 
property,  then  a  family  unable  to  labor  personally  would  be  less 
provided  for  because  of  their  inability.  The  law  never  intended 
to  make  such  a  distinction."  The  court  therefore  decide  that 
a  debtor  may  select  any  portion  of  his  real  estate,  whether  in  his 
actual  possession  or  not,  which  he  may  prefer,  not  exceeding  in 
value  the  limitation  prescribed,  provided  his  selection  is  not  un- 
reasonable or  capricious.*  This  conclusion  of  the  Alabama 
court  is  not  only  contrary  to  sound  principle  and  the  general 
cdiTent  of  authority,  but,  in  order  to  reach  it,  the  court  ignored 
the  plain  provision  of  their  statute  which  exempts  from  forced 
sale  *'  such  real  property  as  may  be  selected  by  the  head  of  the 
family,  to  include  the  homestead ^^^^  not  to  exceed  a  given  value. 
How  could  a  court,  in  the  face  of  this  provision,  say  that  the 
existence  of  the  homestead  is  not  indispensable  to  the  exemption? 

§  651.  Rule  In  Texas.  —  As  already  seen,*  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Texas  has  apparently  settled  down  to  the  doctrine  that  the 

»  Kent  V.  Agard,  22  Wis.  152. 
'  Melton  V.  Andrews,  45  Ala.  454. 
*  Code  Ala.  1867,  {  2880. 
«  Ante,  2  120. 
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homestead  exempted  by  the  Constitution  of  that  state  is  not  an 
undefined  right  of  selection,  but  the  homestead  in  fact,  occupied, 
dwelt  in,  and  used  as  such  by  the  debtor.  But,  subject  to  a 
reasonable  application  of  this  rule,  some  privilege  must  neces- 
sarily remain  to  the  debtor  living  in  the  country  to  designate  the 
boundaries  or  the  locality  of  the  200  acres  which  the  law  reserves 
to  him.  He  may  well  claim  some  privilege  in  this  respect,  for  a 
statute  accords  to  him  the  right  to  point  out  to  the  officer  the 
property  he  would  have  levied  on.^  So  long,  then,  as  he  is  able 
or  willing  to  point  out  enough  property  to  satisfy  the  execution, 
his  right  of  selection  is  absolute.  But  suppose  there  is  not 
enough,  after  setting  off  his  homestead,  to  satisfy  the  execution — 
does  this  fact  impose  any  rest^ction  upon  his  right  to  point  out? 
**  It  would  seem,"  said  Wheeler,  J.,  discussing  such  a  case, 
**  that  it  is  the  rio^ht  of  the  debtor  to  designate  the  land  included 
in  his  homestead  exemption,  subject  only  to  the  qualification  that 
it  must  include  his  improvements.  At  all  events,  he  has  the 
right  to  point  out  property  to  satisfy  the  creditor's  execution ; 
and  it  is  not  perceived  that  any  one  could  question  his  right  to 
point  out  the  excess  of  land  in  the  homestead  tract  by  designated 
boundaries,  subject  to  the  qualification  just  mentioned.  If  he 
could  dispose  of  it  at  private  sale,  and  reserve  such  portion  as  a 
homestead  as  he  saw  proper,  no  reason  is  perceived  why  he  should 
not  have  the  right  to  point  it  out  to  the  agent  appointed  by  the 
law  to  sell  it  for  him."*  A  reasonable  deduction  from  a  late 
case  imposes  this  additional  limitation  upon  the  doctrine  quoted, 
namely,  that,  since  the  rural  homestead  in  Texas  is  not  limited 
in  value,  the  debtor  will  not  be  permitted  to  run  his  lines  in  an 
irregular  manner  through  several  surveys,  so  as  to  include  lands 
or  improvements  of  great  value  which  reasonably  form  no  part 
of  his  homestead,  if  to  do  this  will  prejudice  his  creditor.'  For 
the  reason,  then,  that  the  debtor  has,  in  Texas,  this  limited  right 
of  selection,  it  has  been  held  that,  until  he  has  had  an  opportunity 
to  exercise  it,  the  creditor  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  the  nature 

»  1  Pa«c.  Dig.  LaTvs,  art  8775. 
*  Mackey  v.  WaUace,  26  Texas,  529. 

»  HouBton,  etc.,  R.  R.  Co.  v.  Winter,  44  Texas,  597.    For  a  Ml  discussion  of  this 
subject  the  reader  is  referred  to  Chapter  ni. 
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of  a  bill  in  equity  to  determine  what  portion  of  a  trnct  of  land 
gi'eater  than  200  acrei3,  which  includes  the  debtor's  homestead, 
shall  be  levied  on.^ 

§  652.  When  the  Debtor  need  not  select.  —  It  is  afnmib'ar 
maxim  that  the  law  does  not  require  a  person  to  do  an  impossible 
thing,*  nor  a  vain  thing.'  A  necessaiT  application  of  this  maxim 
is  that,  where  all  the  land  which  a  debtor  has  embraces  his  family 
homestead,  and  is  within  the  statutory  area  and  value,  he  is  not 
required,  in  order  to  save  his  right  of  homestead,  to  exercise  an  act 
of  selection  ;  for,  keeping  in  mind  the  distinction  between  selecting 
and  claiming,  the  exercise  of  such  an  act,  under  such  circum- 
stances, would  not  only  be  useless,  but  impossible.*  The  same 
principle  applies  under  statutes  exempting  personal  property 
from  execution.  If  the  particular  chattel  is  specifically  exempt 
under  the  statute,  and  is  all  of  the  kind  which  the  debtor  has,  no 
act  of  selection  is  necessary.*  This  principle  has  found  an  appli- 
cation under  a  statute  of  Georgia  which  exempted  to  each  head 
of  a  family  engaged  in  agriculture  **  twenty  acres  of  land,  and 
the  additional  sum  of  five  acres  for  each  of  his  or  her  children 
under  fifteen,"  the  debtor  to  procure  the  same  to  be  laid  off  by 
the  county  surveyor,  and  to  furnish  the  levying  officer  with  a 
plat  of  it.  Where  the  premises  exceeded  the  statutory  limit,  if 
the  debtor  had  neglected  to  have  his  homestead  laid  off  by  the 
surveyor,  or  had  more  land  laid  off  than  the  statute  allowed  him, 
he  thereby  lost  his  right ;  but  this  principle  did  not  apply  where 
all  the  land  he  had  was  less  than  the  amount  reserved  to  him  by 
the  statute.* 

§  653.  Continued  —  Views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michi- 
gan.—  The  Constitution  of  Michigan  adopted  in  1850  pro- 
vided as  follows:    *«  Every  homestead  of  not  exceeding  forty 

*  Mackey  t?.  Wallace,  26  Texas,  626. 
■  Broom's  Leg.  Max.  242. 

»  Ibid,,  262. 

*  Rogers  v,  Hawkins,  20  Ga.  200:  Pinkerton  v.  Tumlin,  22  Ga.  165;  Beeclier  «. 
Baldy,  7  Mich.  488. 

^  Cole  V.  Gfeen,  21  HI.  106;  The  State  v.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  890;  Wallace  v.  Law- 
yer, 64  Ind.  509. 

*  Bogers  v,  Hawkins,  aupra;  Pinkerton  v.  Tumlin,  supra. 
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acres  of  land,  and  the  dwelling-house  thereon  and  the  appuile- 
nances,  to  be  selected  by  the  owner  thereof^  shall  be  exempt,"  etc.^ 
The  Supreme  Court  of  that  state,  in  defining  the  meaning  of  the 
expression  **  to  be  selected,"  says:  **  Whether  we  look  to  its 
derivation  or  its  universal  use,  the  term  'to  select'  signifies  to 
choose  or  take  some  particular  part  or  number  from  a  greater ; 
to  take  by  preference  from  among  others  ;  to  pick  out ;  to  cull. 
The  term  *  selection '  has  never,  we  think,  been  used  to  express 
merely  an  election  or  option,  whether  to  take  anything  or  noth^ 
ing;  to  insist  upon  or  to  waive  a  right.  The  purpose  for  which 
a  selection  of  a  homestead  is  required  is  exactly  in  accordance 
with  this  universal  signification  of  the  term.  The  obvious  pur- 
pose for  which  the  selection  is  required  is  only  to  identify  and 
define  the  property  to  which  the  exemption  applies,  so  as  to  dis- 
tinguish that  which  is  exempt  from  that  which  may  be  sold  at 
the  instance  of  creditors.  The  selection  in  question,  therefore, 
necessarily  imiDlies  a  larger  tract  or  a  greater  amount  of  real 
estate  from  which  the  selection  is  to  be  made,  and  it  is  only  for 
such  cases  that  the  statute  of  1848  has  provided  a  mode  of  selec- 
tion. Both  that  and  the  Constitution  are  silent  as  to  the  election 
to  claim  a  homestead  at  all,  or  to  waive  it  altogether.  Hence, 
in  the  case,  first,  where  the  tract  claimed  by  the  debtor  is  all 
that  he  owns  and  occupies  as  a  homestead,  does  not  constitute 
part  of  a  larger  tract  owned  and  occupied,  and  is  not  capable  of 
being  reduced  by  division  without  cutting  off  part  of  what  is 
essential  to  constitute  it  a  homestead,  it  is  obvious  that  no 
selection  is  possible,  either  under  the  statute  of  1848  or  the 
Constitution,  if  we  are  to  understand  the  selection  to  be  made 
from  the  debtor's  own  property.  There  is  nothing  to  select 
from ;  the  question  is,  the  entire  thing  or  nothing.  In  such  a 
case  no  selection  in  any  sense  of  the  term  is,  we  think,  required 
either  by  the  Constitution  or  the  law.  But  if  any  selection  in 
such  case  is  required,  it  must  be  in  some  sense  of  the  term  which 
renders  it  possible.  It  can  only  be  possible  in  such  case  by 
using  the  terms  in  the  sense  of  choosing  out  or  selecting  a  place 
of  residence  from  the  great  mass  of  property  in  the  state,  with- 

1  CoDBt  Mich.  1850,  art.  16,  {  2. 
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out  reference  to  the  ownership  of  any  except  the  particular 
tract ;  in  other  words,  that  the  party  has  chosen  to  obtain  and 
occupy  this  place  as  a  homestead,  instead  of  purchasing  and 
residing  elsewhere  in  the  state.  Now,  the  best,  if  not  the  only 
practicable,  evidence  of  such  a  selection  is  to  be  found  in  the  mere 
facts  of  ownership  and  occupancy  of  the  property  as  a  homestead 
in  fact.  And,  as  no  other  selection  in  such  case  is  possible,  if 
the  tract  be  within  the  quantity  limited  by  the  statute,  it  will  be 
exempt  by  the  statute ;  and  if  within  the  value  and  quantity 
limited  by  the  Constitution,  it  will  be  exempt  by  the  later  with- 
out any  other  selection.  It  is  a  homestead  in  fact ;  and  as  neither 
the  Constitution  nor  the  law  has  provided  any  particular  mode  of 
making  known  the  dedication  as  a  homestead,  every  man  must 
take  notice  of  the  character  of  the  occupant* s  claim. ^  But  take, 
second,  the  case  where  the  tract  is  clearly  within  the  quantity 
limited  by  the  Constitution,  and  admitted  to  be  also  within  the 
constitutional  limitation  as  to  value,  not  constituting  part  of  a 
larger  tract  owned  by  the  debtor,  but  capable  of  division  so  as 
to  leave  a  homestead  of  less  value  —  is  any  actual  or  formal  selec- 
tion necessary  ?  Or  will  its  ownership  and  occupancy  by  the 
debtor  as  a  homestead  in  fact  exempt  it  as  a  homestead  under 
the  Constitution?  We  think  it  will,  and  that  no  other  selection 
is  necessary.  All  the  reasons  given  for  dispensing  with  any  other 
formal  selection,  in  the  last  preceding  case  mentioned,  apply,  we 
think,  substantially  to  the  case  here  supposed,  except  that  of  the 
impossibility  of  the  selection,  which  applies  only  to  the  former. 
*  *  *  We  think,  therefore,  that,  where  the  whole  tract  owned 
and  occupied  by  the  debtor  does  not  exceed  the  quantity  men- 
tioned in  the  Constitution,  and  is  admitted  to  be  within  the  pre- 
scribed value,  the  law,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof,  must  presume 
the  acceptance  by  the  debtor  of  the  benefit  conferred  by  the 
Constitution,  to  the  full  amount  of  the  constitutional  exemption  ; 
and  this  upon  the  same  ground  that  the  acceptance  of  a  grant  is 
presumed  —  that  the  Constitution  only  contemplates  a  selection 
when  it  is  necessary  to  bring  the  homestead  within  the  limitation, 
as  to  quantity  and  value,  specified  in  the  instrument,  as  a  means 

^  Citing  Taylor  v.  Haigoua,  4  Cal.  268 ;  Cook  v.  McChristian,  4  Cal.  2a. 
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of  separating  it  from  a  tiact  of  a  larger  amount  or  greater  value, 
and  definiDg  its  boundaries."  * 

§  654.   Bight  of  Selection  not  permitted  to  displace  Bigbts.  — 

From  what  has  been  said  elsewhere  *  it  is  obvious  that  a  debtor 
cannot,  under  any  of  the  existing  statutes,  exercise  a  right  of 
selection  to  the  prejudice  of  a  lien  which  attached  to  a  portion 
of  his  land  before  it  became  impressed  with  the  homestead  char- 
acter. So  held  in  case  of  a  mechanic's  lien.*  Neither  can  he, 
after  having  made  one  selection,  and  after  land  not  then  selected 
has  been  sold  under  an  execution,  make  another  selection  out  of 
the  land  so  sold.*  The  same  principle  has  been  applied  in  Texas 
to  the  tvidow*8  homestead,  where  it  is  held  that  a  widow  cannot, 
after  the  husband's  death,  abandon  the  homestead  occupied  by 
him  at  the  time  of  his  death  and  select  from  the  corpus  of  the 
estate  another,  when  so  to  do  will  interfere  with  the  rights  of 
creditors.* 


ARTICLE  rv.  — Sale  of  Homestead  for  privileged  Debts  — Whether 

NON-HOHESTEAD  PROPERTY  MUST   BE   FIRST  EXHAUSTED. 

§  656.    In  Case  of  Foreclosure  of  Mortg^agre  of  Homestead.  — 

In  a  late  case  in  Massachusetts  the  question  was  considered 
whether  a  court  of  equity,  in  foreclosing  a  mortgage  which  em- 
braces both  the  mortgageor's  homestead  and  other  property  not 
impressed  with  the  homestead  character,  will  compel  the  moi-t- 
{^iigee  to  resort,  in  the  fii-st  instance,  to  that  portion  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  not  occupied  and  claimed  as  the  homestead, 
where  the  deed  of  mortgage,  in  which  the  wife  has  joined,  con- 
tains a  release  of  the  homestead  privilege.  The  owner  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  offered  evidence  tending  to  prove  that  the 
premises  were  of  sufficient  value  to  satisfy  the  mortgage  debt 
without  resorting  to  that  part  which  would  be  set  off  as  the 

^  Beecher  o.  Baldy,  7  Mich.  4S8,  opinion  by  Clirifltiancy,  J.    Beaffirmed  and  ap- 
plied in  Thomas  v.  Dodge,  S  Mich.  60. 
«  Ante,  22  317,  C48. 
»  Tuttle  r.  Howe,  14  Minn.  147. 
«  Kent  V,  Beaty,  40  Texas,  440. 
^  Rogers  o.  Baglnnd,  42  Texas,  422  (overruling  Ragland  «.  Bogers,  S4  Texas.  617). 
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homestead ;  and  asked  the  judge  to  rule  that  so  much  of  the 
premises,  including  the  house  where  the  tenants  lived,  of  the  value 
of  $800,  could  not  be  taken  by  the  mortgagee,  in  case  the  other 
property  included  in  the  mortgage  was  sufficient  to  satisfy  the 
mortgage  debt.  But  the  court  below  declined  so  to  rule,  and  in 
so  doing  was  sustained  by  the  supreme  judicial  court.*  The 
same  doctrine  obtains  in  Kansas.  It  is  there  held  that  where  a 
person  mortgages  his  homestead,  together  with  other  realty, 
there  is  no  such  implied  obligation  on  the  mortgagee  first  to  ex- 
haust his  remedy  on  the  realty  other  than  the  homestead  as 
will  prevent  him  from  releasing  such  other  realty  and  still 
retaining  his  lien  on  the  homestead.  It  is  there  said  that,  in  the 
absence  of  legislation  and  of  express  contract,  the  courts  are  not 
warranted  in  interpo4ating  upon  the  contract  of  the  parties  such 
a  stipulation.^  But  a  late  case  iu  Kansas  rules  that  the  grant  of  a 
specific  lien  upon  the  homestead  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  spe- 
cific debt  does  not  amount  to  such  a  waiver  of  the  homestead 
right  that  an  unsecured  creditor  can  procure  it  to  be  sold  in  a  pro- 

^  Searle  o.  Chapman,  121  Mass.  19;  «.  e.,  4  Am.  Law  T.  Rep.  886.  In  giving  judg- 
ment, Gray,  C.  J.,  said :  "  The  mortgage  deed  having  been,  as  was  admitted  at  the 
aigument,  executed  by  the  husband  and  wife,  in  due  form,  to  release  aU  rights  of 
dower  and  of  homestead,  these  rights,  as  well  as  every  other  title  of  the  husband  in 
the  premises,  passed  to  the  mortgagee,  and  were  equally  liable  to  him  for  the  payment 
of  the  mortgage,  and  could  not  be  set  up  either  as  a  ground  for  redemption  or  as 
against  a  foreclosure,  except  upon  the  terms  of  paying  the  whole  moi*tgage  debt. 
The  power  of  a  court  of  chancery  to  compel  a  mortgagee  to  resort,  in  the  first  in- 
stance, to  one  of  several  estates  mortgaged  is  exercised  only  for  protection  of  the 
equities  of  different  creditors  or  incumbrancers,  or  of  sureties,  and  not  for  the  benefit 
of  the  mortgageor.  As  against  him  the  mortgagee  has  the  right  to  enforce  the  con- 
tract between  them  according  to  its  terms,  and  is  not  obliged  to  elect  between  differ- 
ent remedies  or  securities.  1  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  {{  640,  645.  The  right  of  homestead, 
created  by  our  statutes,  is  certainly  entitled  to  no  higher  degree  of  favor  than  the 
courts  have  always  accorded  to  the  common-law  right  of  dower.  The  case  cannot 
be  distinguished  in  principle  from  the  ordinary  one  in  which  a  wife  who  has  joined  by 
way  of  releasing  dower  in  the  mortgage  of  her  husband  is  held  to  pay  the  whole 
mortgage  debt,  as  a  condition  of  asserting  her  right  of  dower  as  against  the  mortgagee. 
Gibson  v,  Crehore,  6  Pick.  146,  152 ;  McCabe  v.  Bellows,  7  Gray,  148,  and  1  Allen» 
269 ;  Davis  v.  AVetherell,  18  Allen,  60.  The  judgment  in  Pittman's  Appeal,  48  Pn,  iSt 
815,  is  in  accordance  with  our  conclusion.  The  cases  in  some  of  the  western  states, 
cited  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the  tenants,  00  far  as  they  countenance  any  equity  ia 
the  owner  of  a  right  of  homestead  as  against  a  party  in  whose  favor  he  has  released 
or  waived  it,  are  supported  by  no  reasons,  and  do  not  disclose  how  far  they  may  have 
been  influenced  by  local  statutes.'* 

s  Chapman  v.  Lester,  12  Kan.  592. 
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ceeding  for  the  nvjirshaling  of  assets.  Therefore,  where  the  hus- 
band and  wife  mortgaged  their  homestead  and  other  real  estate 
to  A  to  secure  an  indebtedness,  and  afterwards  B  obtained  the 
lien  of  a  judgment  upon  the  other  property,  excepting  the  home- 
stead, and  then  the  husband  sold  to  C  a  piece  of  property  cov- 
ered by  the  mortgage  and  judgment  lien,  the  court  held  that  an 
unsecured  creditor  had  no  such  superior  equity  over  the  occupants 
of  the  homestead  and  the  purchaser,  C,  that  he  could  compel  a 
marshaling  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  upon  the  death  of  the  hus- 
band.^ In  California,  after  a  judgment  against  the  husband  has 
become  a  lien  upon  his  home  property,  the  wife  may,  by  filing  a 
declaration  of  homestead  as  to  it,  acquire  such  an  interest  in  it 
that  she  can  compel  the  sheriff  to  exhaust  the  husband's  per- 
sonal property  before  subjecting  it  to  sale.* 

§  657.    Howy  If  Blgrhts  of  Judgrment-credltors  intervene. — 

If  this  is  a  sound  rule  where  the  only  parties  affected  by  it  are 
the  mortgageor  and  mortgagee,  it  becomes  more  imperative 
where  to  deny  it  would  prejudice  the  rights  of  third  parties,  such 
as  judgment-creditors  of  the  mortgageor.  It  then  becomes  a 
case  for  the  application  of  the  familiar  rule  of  equity  that,  where 
a  creditor  has  a  claim  upon  two  funds,  on  one  of  which  another 
person  has  also  a  claim,  and  such  other  person  will  be  prejudiced 
by  allowing  such  creditor  to  satisfy  his  debt  out  of  the  fund  sub- 
ject to  both  claims,  a  court  of  equity  will  compel  the  creditor  to 
take  satisfaction  out  of  the  fund  to  which  he  alone  has  a  claim,  in 
the  first  instance.'  He  must  exhaust  that  fund  before  resortinff 
to  the  other.  He  must  foreclose  his  mortgage  on  the  homestead 
before  he  can  claim  the  right  to  share  with  general  creditors,  as 
to  any  unsatisfied  balance,  in  the  proceeds  of  the  remainder  of 
his  mortffaofee's  estate.* 


'O    o 


§  658.    niustrations. — A  mortgage  embraced  the  homestead 

1  Colby  V.  Crocker,  17  Kan.  527. 

«  Bartholomew  v.  Hook,  23  Cal.  277. 

»  Worth  V.  Hill,  14  Wis.  659 ;  The  State  v.  Titus,  17  Wis.  241 ;  Dickson  v,  Chom,  6 
Iowa,  82. 

*  White  V.  Polleys,  20  Wis.  503 ;  Jones  v.  Dow,  18  Wis.  241 ;  Pittman's  Appeal, 
48  Pa.  St  315 ;  Myers*  Appeal,  78  Pa.  St.  452 ;  ShoUy's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St  878. 
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and  a  business  lot,  and  the  homestead  had  been  sold  to  satisfy 
the  mortgage  debt,  leaving  the  business  lot  unsold.  The  debtor 
made  application  to  have  the  sale  set  aside,  so  that  the  business 
lot  might  be  sold  first.  But  it  appearing  that  there  were  credit- 
ors of  the  mortgageor  Avho  had  judgment  liens  upon  the  busi- 
ness lot  which  were  not  liens  upon  the  homestead,  the  Supreme 
Court  affirmed  an  order  refusing  to  set  the  sale  aside. ^  A  held  a 
note  of  B  which  contained  a  waiver  of  the  benefit  of  the  exemp- 
tion law.  B  made  a  general  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his 
creditors,  "reserving  so  much  property  as  the  law  exempts 
from  levy."  The  assignee  paid  to  B  $300  as  his  exemption  un- 
der the  statute,  to  which  A  excepted.  It  was  held  that  A  had 
no  standing  in  this  proceeding.  By  the  terms  of  the  deed  of 
assignment  the  property  of  B  exempt  from  execution  did  not 
pass  into  the  fund  for  distribution.  If  A  had  any  privileged 
claim  upon  it,  he  must  asseil  it  by  execution.^ 

§  659.  Bights  of  other  Mortgagees.  —  A  second  mortgagee, 
it  should  seem,  ought  to  he  able  to  invoke  this  rule  in  his  favor 
equally  with  a  judgment-creditor.  But  this  was  denied  to  a 
second  moitgagee  in  a  late  case  in  California  —  a  refusal  which 
was  tantamount  to  a  denial  of  the  rule  altogether.  In  that  case 
a  husband  and  wife  owned  a  tract  of  land,  a  part  of  which  had 
been  claimed  as  a  homestead  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  law. 
Both  executed  a  mortgage  of  the  whole  tract  to  secure  their  joint 
debt,  and  the  husband  afterwards  executed  a  mortgage  upon  the 
part  not  covered  by  the  homestead,  to  secure  his  own  debt.  The 
first  mortgagee  foreclosed,  making  the  second  mortgagees  paities. 
It  was  held  that  the  second  mortgagees  could  not  insist  that  the 
homestead  be  first  sold,  but  that  the  decree  should  direct  that 
the  part  not  covered  by  the  homestead  should  be  first  sold  ;  that, 
if  the  proceeds  should  satisfy  the  first  moilgage,  the  homestead 
should  be  reserved  from  sale ;  and  that  the  second  mortgagees 
must  rely  upon  the  surplus,  if  any,  not  covered  by  the  first 
mortgage.  The  couit  said:  **  It  is  clear  that,  as  against  the 
McLaughlin  mortgage  [the  first  mortgage],  Mrs.  Hart  [wife  of 

1  Jones  V.  Dow.  18  Wis.  241. 
s  Myers'  Appeal,  78  Pa.  St  462. 
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the  mortgageor] ,  had  the  right  to  insist  that  the  outside  lairds, 
not  included  in  that  nioitgage,  should  be  exhausted  before  resort- 
ing to  the  homestead  tract.  In  this  view  these  outside  lands 
constituted,  to  the  extent  of  their  value,  a  security  against  the 
possible  sacrifice  of  her  homestead  to  pay  McLaughlin's  debt. 
This  security,  for  obvious  reasons,  could  not  be  impaired  to  her 
injury  without  her  consent.  The  debts  are  owing  by  her  hus- 
band, and  the  liens  of  the  junior  mortgagees  upon  the  outside 
lands  were  created  by  him  alone  and  without  her  consent,  and  to 
hold  that  these  latter  mortgagees  may,  for  their  own  benefit, 
compel  a  sale  of  the  homestead  to  satisfy  the  McLaughlin  moit- 
gage  would  be,  in  eflfect,  to  create  a  lien  in  favor  of  the  junior 
moi'tgiigees  upon  the  homestead  of  Mrs.  Hail  without  her  con- 
sent."* 

§  660.  Rule  changed  in  Wisconsin  by  Statute*  —  Subse- 
quently to  the  decision  in  White  v.  PoUeys,^  a  statute  was  passed 
in  Wisconsin  providing  that,  *Mf  any  portion  of  the  mortgaged 
premises  shall  consist  of  a  homestead,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
court,  in  such  manner  as  it  shall  direct,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
part  of  said  moitgaged  premises  not  included  in  the  homestead 
can  be  sold  separately  without  injury  to  the  owner ;  and  if  the 
court  shall  so  find,  then  in  that  case  the  judgment  shall  provide 
that  the  homestead  shall  not  be  sold,  nor  offered  for  sale,  until 
all  other  lands  covered  by  the  mortgage  and  described  in  the 
complaint  in  such  action  shall  have  been  offered  and  sold.  And 
if  any  portion  of  the  mortgaged  premises  shall  consist  of  a  home- 
stead, such  portion  shall  not  be  offered  for  sale  until  all  other 
lands  covered  by  the  mortgage  and  described  in  the  complaint  in 
the  foreclosure  action  shall  have  been  offered  and  sold."*  The 
object  of  this  statute  was  to  repeal  the  rule  laid  down  in  White 
V.  Polleys,  and  in  other  cases.  Since  this  statute  a  second  mort- 
gagee, whose  mortgage  does  not  cover  the  homestead  for  lack  of 
the  wife's  signature,  cannot  drive  the  first  mortgagee,  whose 
moitgage  does  cover  the  homestead,  first  to  exhaust  the  home- 

1  McLaughlin  v.  Hart,  46  Cal.  689. 

'  Supra,  I  657. 

»  Laws  Wis.  1870,  ch.  188,  {  1 ;  2  Taylor^s  Stat  WU.  1700. 
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stead  before  selling  the  property  embraced  in  the  second  mort- 
gage.^ In  administering  the  statute  the  court  should  inquire, 
either  by  a  reference  or  by  evidence  in  open  court,  whether  tl\e 
other  lands  can  first  be  sold  separately  from  the  homestead  with- 
out injury  to  the  owner ;  and  the  mortgageor  should  have  notice 
of  the  proceeding  and  an  opportunity  to  be  heard.* 

§  661.  Rule  denied  in  Illinois  and  Minnesota.  — This  rule  of 
equity  is  subject  to  two  qualifications :  first,  that  it  shall  not 
operate  to  the  prejudice  of  the  creditor  having  a  lien  on  both 
funds  ;  second,  that  it  shall  not  be  allowed  to  work  injustice  to  the 
common  debtor.*  The  question,  then,  resolves  itself  into  this : 
Does  a  rule  which  drives  a  mortgagee,  for  the  benefit  of  a  judg- 
ment-creditor, first  to  exhaust  the  homestead  of  the  mortgageor^ 
*'  work  injustice  to  the  common  debtor?  '*  It  certiiinly  deprives 
him  wholly  of  the  reservation  made  by  the  statute  in  his  favor, 
unless  the  view  is  to  be  taken  that  he  deprived  himself  of  it  by 
his  voluntary  act.  The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  thinks  that 
this  is  not  the  correct  view.  **  The  mortgagee  himself,  of  his  own 
accord,  may  first  resort,  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  mortgage,  to 
the  tract  in  which  the  homestead  right  exists  as  against  the  judg- 
ment. Of  this  the  mortgageor  would  have  no  cause  to  complain, 
because  it  would  be  in  the  exercise  of  a  power  which  he  himself 
had  voluntarily  bestowed  upon  the  mortgagee.  But  when  the 
mortgagee,  not  by  his  own  voluntary  action  and  for  his  own 
benefit,  but  at  the  instance  and  for  the  benefit  of  a  judgment- 
creditor,  for  the  purpose  of  having  his  judgment  satisfied,  is  com- 
pelled to  resort  first,  for  the  satisfaction  of  his  mortgage,  to  the 
tract  subject  to  the  homestead  exemption  as  respects  the  judg- 
ment, the  mortgageor  then  would  seem  to  have  just  cause  ibr 
complaint  that  his  homestead  had  been  taken  from  him  in  a 
mode  and  for  the  benefit  of  a  creditor  not  contemplated  by  the 
statute,  and  whereto  he  had  never  given  his  assent.  This  would 
be  in  violation  of  the  intent  of  the  statute  —  that  the  homestead 

1  Hanson  r.  Edgar,  84  Wis.  668. 
»  Llovd  V.  Frank,  80  Wis.  806. 

»  Story's  Eq.  Jur.,  J  642 ;  Browni;.  Cozard,  68  IlL  178 ;  Dickson  v.  Ohom,  6  Iowa,  19  ; 
Colby  V.  Crocker,  17  Kan.  580. 
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right  should  not  be  injuriously  affected  for  debt  without  the  ex- 
press assent,  in  writing,  of  the  debtor."^  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Minnesota  has  denied  this  application  of  the  rule  for  similar 
reasons.  **  Homestead  exemptions  are  favored  by  the  courts; 
and,  as  the  application  of  the  rule  contended  for  in  reference  to 
the  marshaling  of  assets  would  be  but  an  indirect  method  of  sub- 
jecting the  homestead  to  the  payment  of  debts,  a  court  of  -equity 
would  not  permit  it  to  be  applied  in  favor  of  judgment-creditors 
in  this  case."  * 

§  662.  And  in  Alabama  and  Kansas.  —  The  application  of  this 
rule  in  favor  of  a  judgment-creditor  has  been  denied  in  Alabama. 
Under  the  statute  of  that  state  the  right  of  homestead  rested  in  a 
selection  to  be  made  by  the  debtor.  A  judgment-creditor  put 
his  debtor  to  his  selection,  exposed  to  sale  the  part  not  selected, 
and  became  the  purchaser  of  it.  Afterwards  a  mortgagee,  whose 
mortgage  for  purchase-money  covered  all  the  propei*ty,  brought 
suit  for  a  foreclosure.*  The  judgment-debtor  and  purchaser,  by 
a  cross-bill,  endeavored  to  compel  him  first  to  exhaust  the  home- 
stead property  before  coming  upon  the  rest.  It  was  held  that 
this  could  not  be  done.  The  right  of  the  debtor  to  his  exemp- 
tion, though  inferior  to  that  of  his  mortgagee,  was  superior  to 
that  of  his  judgment-creditor.  The  prior  mortgage  did  not  en- 
large the  rights  of  the  latter.' 

§  663.  Regnlated  by  Statute  in  Iowa. — In  Iowa  this  sub- 
ject is  regulated  by  the  following  statute  :  **  The  homestead  may 
be  sold  on  execution  for  debts  contracted  prior  to  the  purchase 
thereof,  but  it  shall  not  in  such  case  be  sold  except  to  supply 
the  deficiency  remaining  after  exhausting  the  other  property  of 
the  debtor  liable  to  execution."*  This  statute  cannot  be  in- 
voked as  against  a  vendor,  by  one  who  has  purchased  property 
subject  to  a  mortgage  previously  existing,  although  he  may  have 
adopted  it  as  his  homestead.     Such  purchaser  is  not  entitled,  at 

1  Brown  v.  Cozard,  68  HI.  180. 

*  McArihur  v.  Martin,  23  Minn.  80. 

*  Ray  V,  Adams,  45  Ala.  168,  opinion  by  B.  F.  Saffold,  J. 

*  Code  1873,  J  1992 ;  Rev.  1860,  j  2281 ;  Code  1861,  {  1249. 
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the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage,  to  demand  that  other  property 
of  the  mortgageor  (his  vendor)  shall  be  first  sold.^  Where  a 
debtor  and  his  wife,  in  an  instrument  contracting  a  debt,  waived 
the  benefit  of  the  homestead  exemption,  as  they  are  by  statute 
in  that  state  permitted  to  do,  this  did  not  prevent  them  from  de- 
manding, upon  the  coming  of  an  execution  for  this  debt,  that 
non-homestead  property  should  be  first  sold.* 

§  664.  Partnership  Property  is  held  to  be  liable  to  execution 
within  the  meaning  of  this  statute ;  and  the  conclusion  is  there- 
fore reached  that  a  debtor's  homestead  cannot  be  subjected  to 
forced  sale  to  satisfy  a  debt  privileged  against  it,  while  the 
debtor  has  an  interest  in  partnership  assets  unexhausted.*  Thus, 
where  a  husband  and  wife  mortgaged  their  homestead  to  secure 
the  payment  of  a  partnership  debt,  of  which  firm  the  husband 
was  a  member,  and  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  the  moit- 
gage  the  said  firm  made  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  credit- 
ors, the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to  demand  a  pro-rata  share  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  assets  of  the  partnership  in  the  hands  of  the 
assignee,  and  the  homestead  was  only  liable  for  the  deficiency. 
This  mortgage  did  not  give  to  the  general  creditors  of  the  part- 
nership the  right  to  subject  the  homestead  to  their  debts.  Nor 
did  the  fact  that  the  mortgagee  boiia  fide  released  the  home- 
stead and  received  a  pro-rata  share  of  the  partnership  assets 
entitle  the  other  partnership  creditors  to  be  subrogated  to  the 
rights  of  the  mortgagee.  The  statute  prohibited  the  general 
creditors  from  marshaling  the  homestead  with  the  other  assets ; 
and  neither  the  <rivinor  of  the  mortoracre  nor  the  release  of  it  en- 
larged  their  rights.* 

1  Barker  v.  Rollins,  80  Iowa,  418.  This  statute  was  appealed  to  incidentaUy  in 
Twogood  V.  {Stephens,  19  Iowa,  405. 

»  Foley  V.  Cooper,  48  Iowa,  876. 

»  Lambert  «.  Powers,  86  Iowa,  18 ;  Dickson  r.  Chom,  6  Iowa,  19.  "It  is  the  policy 
of  the  law,"  said  the  court,  in  another  case,  "  not  to  allow  a  homestead  to  be  levied  on 
and  sold,  even  if  otherwise  liable,  until  all  other  property  of  the  defendant  in 'execu- 
tion is  first  exhausted ;  that  this  homestead  right  is  equal,  if  not  superior,  in  dignity 
to  any  other  legal  or  vested  right,  and  should  not  be  disturbed  short  of  a  fair  sale  to 
the  highest  bidder  of  all  the  other  property."  Lowe,  J.,  in  Twogood  v.  Stephens,  19 
Iowa,  412. 

*  Dickson  v.  Chom,  6  Iowa,  19. 
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ARTICLE  V. — Miscellaneous  Matters  of  Practice. 

§  666.    Practice — Allotment   by    Appraisers  —  Defects. — 

In  North  Carolina  an  allotment  in  the  following  words,  "  We 
value  the  place  on  which  he  lives  at  $900,  and  the  remainder 
of  the  homestead  gives  him  an  interest  of  $100  in  the  mill," 
is  so  vague  and  indefinite  as  to  amount  to  nothing.^  In  the 
same  state  the  statute  requires  the  appraisers  to  be  sworn 
•'to  do  impartial  justice,"  ^  and  the  form  prescribed  by  statute 
for  the  return  of  the  appraisers  begins  as  follows :  **  The  under- 
signed, having  been  duly  summoned  and  sworn^'*  etc.  A  return 
which  omitted  to  mention  that  the  appraisers  had  been  sworn 
rendered  the  allotment  void.'  Where  such  an  allotment  had 
been  made,  the  sheriff  did  right  to  lay  off  the  homestead  as 
required  by  law,  and  levy  on  the  excess.*  The  principle  is  laid 
down  in  a  case  in  Alabama  that,  even  if  the  freeholders  appointed 
to  allot  the  debtor's  homestead  by  the  statute  of  that  state ^  are 
to  be  regarded  as  officers  of  the  court  and  subject  to  its  super- 
vision, which  the  court  does  not  decide,  their  .action  should  not 
be  disturbed  except  in  case  of  fraud,  corruption,  or  irregularities 
seriously  affecting  the  rights  of  one  or  both  of  the  parties.  The 
court  says  that  ''it  is  difficult  to  make  an  allotment  of  land  so 
as  to  secure  a  fit  or  mathematical  accuracy  with  the  prescribed 
value,  and  it  would  be  productive  of  no  good  to  lay  down  a  rule 
which  would  make  the  action  of  the  appraisers  voidable  for  a 
very  slight  deviation."  •  If  the  commissioners  appointed  by  a 
master  in  chancery  in  Illinois,  to  set  off  the  homestead  of  the 
defendant  in  a  suit  foreclosing  a  mortgage,  disregard  their  oaths, 
and  in  the  discharge  of  their  duty  act  partially  or  corruptly,  the 
defendant  has  a  remedy  by  motion  to  set  aside  their  report.^ 

§  667.   Conclusiveness  of  an  Appraisement.  —  There  are  some 
cases  pointing  to  the  conclusion  that  the  allotment  of  homestead 

1  Coble  p.  Thorn,  72  N.  C.  122. 
>  Act  August  22,  1868. 
»  Ibid, ;  8mith  v.  Hunt,  68  N.  C.  482, 
^  Smith  V.  Hunt,  supra. 

*  Rev.  Code  Ala.  1867,  {  2881. 

*  Pomroy  v.  Bunting,  45  Ala.  260. 

*  Craig,  J.,  in  Cummings  v.  Burleson,  78  LI.  285. 
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to  an  insolvent  debtor,  especially  where  it  is  done  in  a  proceed- 
ing in  insolvency  or  bankruptcy,  is  an  adjudication  of  the  right 
of  the  debtor  to  hold  the  allotted  premises  as  his  homestead,  such 
as,  in  the  absence  of  fraud  or  mistake,  will  be  conclusive  upon 
other  courts.^  The  report  of  a  committee  appointed  to  appraise 
the  value  of  a  debtor's  premises  set  oflf  under  his  creditor's  ex- 
ecution is  absolutely  conclusive,  unless  set  aside  in  a  direct  pro- 
ceeding or  impeached  for  fraud.  If,  therefore,  the  premises 
have  been  appraised  at  a  given  value,  and  set  oiF  to  the  creditor 
in  part  satisfaction  of  his  judgment,  subject  to  the  debtor's  right 
of  homestead  therein,  the  creditor  will  be  estopped,  on  a  subse- 
quent proceeding  by  him  for  a  partition,  from  showing  that  the 
premises  were  of  greater  value  than  that  returned  by  the  ap- 
praisers.* 

§  668.   Illustrations.  —  Thus,  an  application  was  made  for  a 
homestead,  and  the  applicant  returned  in  his  schedule   several 

1  Rix  V,  McHenry,  7  Cal.  89 ;  poat^  {  919. 

'  Barney  v.  Leeds,  54  N.  H.  128,  142.  Foster,  J.,  said :  "  The  appraisal  was  the 
solemn  adjudication  of  the  tribunal  appointed  by  law  to  assess  the  'just  value'  of  the 
premises.  Comp.  Stat,  ch.  201,  {  1 ;  Mead  v.  Harvey,  2  N.  H.  496 ;  Hovey  v.  Bartlett, 
34  N.  H.  281.  It  is  as  conclusive  as  a  judgment  rendered  upon  a  legal  verdict,  and 
cannot  be  attacked  in  this  way.  The  record  must  be  held  conclusive  until,  by  some  pro- 
ceeding brought  to  operate  directly  upon  the  record  itself,  the  levy  is  avoided*  Pratt 
V.  Jone»,  22  Yt.  845.  A  petition  for  partition  is  not  a  proceeding  to  impeach,  revise, 
or  vacate  the  record  of  a  former  legal  proceeding.  A  judgment,  '  so  long  as  it  stands 
in  force,  pro  veritate  accipiiur,  and  cannot  be  contradicted.'  Co.  Lit.  168  a ;  Ladd  v. 
Dudley,  45  N.  H.  61,  66.  In  Fletcher  v.  The  State  Capital  Bank,  87  N.  H.  369,  at  page 
401,  Sawyer,  J.,  says :  *  The  return  of  the  officer,  and  the  certificate  of  the  appraisers  em- 
bodied in  it  or  accompanying  it,  and  thus  constituting  the  essential  part  of  the  return, 
which  makes  the  record  title,  so  far  as  it  sets  forth  their  acts  and  proceedings  required 
by  law  in  making  the  extent,  must  be  held  to  be  conclusive  when  set  up  by  one  claim" 
ing  title  under  the  extent.  The  case  falls  within  the  general  doctrine  in  relation  to  the 
returns  of  officers  upon  process — that,  as  to  the  parties  and  those  claiming  as  privies,  and 
all  others  whose  rights  and  liabilities  are  dependent  upon  the  proceedings,  the  return  of 
matters  material  to  be  returned  is  so  far  conclusive  that  it  cannot  be  contradicted  for 
the  purpose  of  invalidating  the  proceedings  or  defeating  any  right  acquired  under 
them.  And  the  principle,  in  its  application  to  the  return  of  an  extent,  derives  a 
double  support  f^om  the  record  nature  of  the  title  acquired,  and  the  infinite  mischief 
that  must  result  from  holding  that,  as  such  record  title  of  real  estate,  it  is  open  to  the 
imcertainties  of  parol  proof  in  reference  to  the  acts  and  doings  of  those  whose  pro- 
ceedings are  essential  to  its  validity.'  The  proposition  here  is  to  show  by  parol  that 
the  appraisers  erred  in  their  judgment  as  to  the  value  of  the  estate  set  off.  Upon  that 
question,  in  the  absence  of  any  proof  of  fraud,  their  judgment  is  conclusive."  Bar- 
ney V,  Leeds,  54  N.  H.  142. 

550 


ALLOTMENT   BT  APPRAISERS.  §  668 

parcels  of  land,  but  specially  prayed  that  his  homestead  might  be 
assigned  him  in  a  certain  house  and  lot  in  a  city,  stating  that 
there  was  a  mechanic's  lien  upon  it  for  $500.  The  house  and 
lot  were  valued  by  the  surveyor  at  $2,000.  Objection  being 
made  as  to  the  value,  commissioners  were  appointed,  who  ap- 
praised the  house  and  lot  at  $2,800,  which  appraisal  was  duly 
returned,  filed,  and  approved,  and  no  appeal  was  taken  there- 
from. Thereupon  the  ordinary  made  the  usual  order,  requiring 
that,  if  the  city  lot  should  be  sold  under  legal  process,  the  sum 
of  $2,000  should  be  invested  in  other  property,  and  at  the  same 
time  appointed  a  receiver  to  sell  the  other  real  estate  and  bring 
in  the  proceeds  for  distribution  to  the  creditors.  Before  the 
distribution  was  made,  the  house  and  lot  were  sold,  and  brought 
only  $2,000.  It  was  held  that  the  return  of  the  appraisers 
and  approval  of  the  ordinary  were  conclusive  upon  the  applicant, 
and  that  he  could  not  claim  to  have  any  portion  of  the  fund  raised 
by  the  receiver  used  to  pay  off  the  lien,  and  thus  leave  him  the 
full  $2,000.^  In*  North  Carolina  a  defendant  in  an  execution 
whose  homestead  had  been  allotted  to  him  by  appraisers  ap- 
pointed by  the  sheriff,  and  who  had  appealed  to  the  township 
trustees  from  such  allotment  and  afterwards  withdrew  his  appeal, 
expressing  himself  satisfied,  was  precluded,  after  the  sheriff's 
levy  on  the  excess  had  been  returned  into  court,  from  question- 
ing the  allotment  on  the  ground  that  one  of  the  appraisers  had 
married  a  cousin  of  the  plaintiff's  wife.  Such  an  objection  should 
be  made  in  apt  time  to  the  sheriff,  and,  if  disallowed  by  him, 
should  have  been  made  on  appeal  to  the  township  trustees ;  and, 
if  not  allowed  by  them,  it  ought  to  have  been  taken  advantage 
of,  under  the  terms  of  the  statute,  **  by  petition,  as  in  other 
special  proceedings."*  In  California  sl  widow  who  had  acqui- 
esced for  eighteen  months  in  an  order  made,  on  her  application, 
by  the  Probate  Court,  setting  aside  her  homestead,  was  concluded 
from  afterwards  claiming  a  lot  on  which  she  and  her  husband  had 
formerly  resided,  merely  because  she  had  ascertained  that  there 
were  liens*  on  the  lot  first  set  aside.' 

1  Thrasher  v.  Bettis,  53  Ga.  407. 

«  Chambers  v,  Penland,  74  N.  C.  84a 

'  Holden  v,  Pinney,  6  Cal.  284. 
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§  669.    «  Further  Proceedingrs  "  after  Homestead  set  oif.  — 

After  a  homestead  has  been  regularly  set  off  under  the  Ohio 
statute,  **no  further  proceedings"  can  be  had  against  it  while 
the  right  to  the  homestead  so  set  off  continues.  The  question 
whether  a  homestead  set  off  under  this  stiitute  has  since  become 
subject  to  *«  further  proceedings  **  against  it  should  be  firat  pre- 
sented to  and  determined  by  the  court  under  whose  process  such 
proceedings  are  sought,  before  the  same  are  had.^ 

§  670.  Allotment  of  Homestead  in  Georgia. — The  manner 
of  proceeding  to  allot  a  debtor's  homestead  in  Georgia  has  been 
spoken  of  in  a  former  chapter.*  Where  land  of  a  debtor  hud 
been  sold  in  that  state  under  a  judgment  foreclosing  a  mortgage, 
or,  as  it  is  expressed  there,  under  a  '*  mortgage  JieH  facias^^*  it 
was  held  error  to  turn  over  the  fund  arising  from  it  to  the  ordi- 
nary, who  had  passed  an  order  allowing  the  debtor  a  homestead, 
without  giving  notice  of  the  application  for  a  homestead  to  the 
mortgageor.*  There  is  no  provision  of  law  in  Georgia  for  pro- 
curing the  allotment  of  a  second  or  supplemental  homestead, 
although  the  one  already  taken  be  of  less  value  than  the  maxi- 
mum allowed  by  law.* 

671.  Appeal  from  Judgment  of  the  Ordinary. — Any  person 
aggrieved  by  the  judgment  of  this  officer  is  entitled  to  appeal  to 
the  Superior  Court,  and  the  appeal  brings  up  the  whole  matter 
de  novo.^  Where,  on  the  trial  of  such  an  appeal,  the  proceedings 
show  the  number  of  acres  set  apart,  and  the  contention  is  as  to 
whether  the  whole  exceeds  in  value  the  statutory  limit,  this  ques- 
tion is  submitted  to  a  jury,  whose  loose  discretion  is  thus  substi- 
tuted for  the  judgment  of  a  sworn  officer  of  the  law.  If  they 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  homestead,  as  set  apart  by  the 
ordinary,  does  not  exceed  the  statutory  limit,  they  may  find  in 
favor  of  the  homestead ;  or,  if  from  the  evidence  the  jury  con- 
clude that  the  homestead  so  set  apart  does  exceed  such  statutory 

1  Wetz  V.  Beard,  12  Ohio  St.  481. 

s  AntCy  i  620. 

s  CoUier  r.  Adkins,  47  Ga.  603. 

^  Pate  V.  Oglethorpe  Fertilizing  Co.,  54  Ga.  615. 

•  Kertland  v.  Davis,  48  Ga.  818  :  Crawford  v.  Ward,  49  Ga.  48. 
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limit,  they  may  reduce  the  number  of  acres  in  the  allowance  and 
specify  how  much  and  what  part  of  the  land  shall  be  allowed  as 
a  homestead,  so  that  the  same  shall  not  be  of  greater  value  than 
the  amount  limited  by  statute.  If  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence,  it  will  be  set  aside.^ 

§  672.    When   Insolvency   must   appear  —  Proof    of. — The 

Code  of  Georgia  contains  this  provision  :  **  If  the  debtor  owns 
town  property  exceeding  in  value  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars, and  it  cannot  be  so  divided  as  to  give  his  family  that  amount, 
he  may  give  notice  to  the  officer  levying  thereon,  and  when  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  are  distributed  the  court  shall  order  five 
hi  ndred  dollars  of  the  same  to  be  invested  by  some  proper  per- 
son in  a  home  for  the  family  of  the  debtor,  which  shall  be  exempt 
as  if  laid  off  under  this  law." '  This  statute  is  said  to  contem- 
plate that  the  debtor  entitled  to  this  provision  is  insolvent;  and, 
when  such  an  application  is  made,  it  ought  to  appear  that  such  is 
the  fact.  But  the  existence  of  judgments  to  the  amount  of  $2,500 
unsatisfied,  and  a  controversy  over  a  fund  in  court  amounting  to 
but  $750,  was  held  sufficient  evidence  of  insolvency  to  throw  the 
burden  of  showing  the  contrary  upon  the  party  resisting  the 
application.* 

§  673.  liVhat  will  excuse  Failure  to  levy.  — It  has  been  held 
in  Georgia  that  a  sheriff  has  no  right  to  suspend  a  sale  of  property 
under  final  process  because  the  defendant's  attorney,  on  the  day 
of  sale,  produces  the  defendant's  petition  in  bankruptcy  and 
adjudication,  under  which  the  defendant  claims  the  property  as 
a  part  of  his  homestead  exemption.^  Nor  is  it  a  sufficient  excuse 
for  failing  to  sell  that  the  property  levied  on  had  been  previously 
set  apart  by  the  ordinary  as  a  homestead,  if  it  appeal's  on  the 
face  of  the  record  that  the  debt  is  older  than  the  homestead  law, 
and,  hence,  privileged.^  But  it  is  a  good  answer  to  a  rule  against 
the  sheriff,  if  the  debt  is  not  superior  to  the  right  of  homestead , 

»  Crawford  v.  Ward,  49  Ga.  40. 
«  Code  Ga.  1878,  {  2044. 
*  Ragland  v.  Moore,  51  Ga.  476. 
«  Wheeler  v.  Redding,  65  Ga.  88. 
»  Ibid. 
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that  the  premises  sold  had  been  set  apart  as  the  debtor's  home- 
stead  by  the  ordinary,  who  had  ordered  the  sheriff  to  pay  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  over  to  him.*  The  North  Carolina  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  provides*  that  **  no  officer  shall  be  compelled  to 
perform  any  service  until  his  fees  be  paid  or  tendered."  An 
officer  is  not,  therefore,  compelled  to  lay  off  a  homestead  or 
chattel  exemption  until  his  fees  are  paid  or  tendered.* 

§  674.  PostponiDg  Sale.  —  Where  a  sheriff  levied  a  mortgage 
execution  upon  the  land  of  the  defendant,  but,  before  the  sale, 
was  notified  that  the  defendant's  wife  had  had  a  homestead  set 
apai*t  in  the  same,  and  that  an  appeal  had  been  taken  from  the 
judgment  of  the  ordinary,  allowing  the  homestead,  to  the  Superior 
Court,  the  sheriff  did  not  render  himself  liable  to  rule  by  post- 
poning the  sale  until  the  plaintiff  could  obtain  an  order  of  court 
directing  him  to  sell  the  land,  in  case  the  court  should  find  it  his 
duty  to  do  so.* 

§  675.  Loss  of  Preference  by  Creditors  —  liacbes  —  Estop- 
pel.—  If  a  plaintiff  has  recovered  a  valid  judgment,  founded  on 
a  claim  antecedent  to  the  passage  of  the  homestead  law,  creating 
a  lien  which  subsists  unimpaired  when  he  makes  his  levy,  he  does 
not  by  delay  lose  his  right  to  seize  the  homestead  if,  at  the  time 
of  his  levj/y  the  judgment-debtor  has  no  other  property  out  of 
which  the  execution  can  be  satisfied ;  and  this  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  after  the  maturity  of  the  claim,  or  during  the  pend- 
ency of  the  plaintiff's  judgment  lien,  the  debtor  had  an  abundance 
of  other  property  for  that  purpose.*  The  lien  acquired  upon  land 
by  the  levy  of  a  justice's  execution,  in  North  Carolina,  is  lost  by 
taking  out  a  new  execution.  Therefore,  if  the  lien  of  the  first 
execution  had  become  fixed  before  the  passage  of  a  homestead 
law,  and  the  new  execution  is  sued  out  after  the  passage  of  such 
law,  the  latter  will  yield  to  the  right  of  homestead.* 

1  Collier  v.  Adkins,  47  Ga.  508. 
«  {556. 

»  Vannoy  v.  Haymore,  71  N.  C.  128 ;  Taylor  v.  Bhyne,  66  N.  C.  630;  Lute  «.  ReiUy 
66  N.  C.  20^ 

*  Van  Horn  v.  Bradford,  49  Ga.  76. 

*  Denegre  v,  Haun,  14  Iowa,  246. 

*  Martin  v.  Meredith,  71  N.  C.  214. 
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§  676.   Itecagntikm  by  Creditor  of  Homestead — Estoppel. 

—  A  creditor  causing  the  real  estate  of  his  debtor  to  be  set  off 
on  execution,  subject  to  a  family  homestead,  is  estopped  to  deny 
the  validity  of  the  debtor's  then-existing  homestead  right.^ 

§  677.  Setiingr  off  Homestead  in  Case  of  Furecl— ure  Sale  — 
In  Illinois.  —  The  statute  of  Illinois  not  having  in  terms  pointed 
out  the  particular  manner  in  which  a  court  of  chancery  shall  pro- 
ceed to  set  off  a  homestead  where  it  becomes  necessary  to  en- 
force a  lien  in  equity  on  the  premises,  it  is  proper  to  adopt  the 
mode  provided  by  the  statute  when  an  officer  holds  an  execution. 
It  is  proper,  in  a  decree  of  sale  upon  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage, 
to  direct  the  master  in  chancery  to  proceed,  according  to  law,  to 
summon  three  householders  as  commissioners,  who  shall,  upon 
oath  administered  to  them  by  such  master,  appraise  the  value  of 
the  premises  in  which  such  homestead  is  claimed,  and,  if  the 
premises  can,  in  their  opinion,  be  divided  without  injury  to  the 
interests  of  the  parties,  to  set  off  so  much  thereof,  including  the 
dwelling-house,  as  shall  be  worth  $1,000,  and  that  the  master 
shall  sell  the  residue  of  said  premises.  In  summoning  such  com- 
missioners the  master  acts  as  an  officer  of  the  court,  for  and  on 
behalf  of  all  the  parties  to  the  proceeding,  and  need  not  consult 
the  owner  of  the  premises  in  selecting  such  commissioners.*  Re- 
ferring to  the  same  subject  the  same  court,  in  an  earlier  case,  says  : 
•*  Where  the  master  proceeds  to  execute  the  decree,  he  must,  like 
a  sheriff  under  an  execution,  ascertain  whether  the  homestead 
right  exists.  If  so,  he  must  proceed,  in  the  manner  pointed  out 
in  the  statute,  to  make  the  sale  under  the  decree  ;  and,  if  he  fail 
to  do  so,  the  defendant  may,  after  the  coming  in  of  the  report, 
enter  his  motion  to  set  aside  the  sale.  Upon  that  motion  the 
court  will  hear  the  evidence  of  the  parties  and  determine  the 
question  of  whether  the  right  exists  ;  and,  if  so,  set  aside  the  sale. 
If  the  master  shall  allow  the  right,  and  make  the  sale  in  accord- 
ance with  the  statute,  and  the  complainant  shall  deny  the  exist- 
ence of  the  right,  he  may,  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  report, 
move  to  set  aside  the  sale,  and  the  court  will  hear  the  evidence 

^  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H.  253. 
*  Cummings  v.  Burleson,  78  HI.  281. 
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and  determine  the  question  and  decree  accordingly.  When  the 
right  has  not  been  claimed  before  the  decree  entered,  it  will  be 
treated,  in  the  hands  of  the  master,  like  an  execution  at  law  in 
the  hands  of  the  sheriff."^ 

§  678.  In  California*  —  In  a  suit  in  California  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage  of  land  embracing  the  homestead,  in  which  mortgage 
the  right  of  homestead  had  been  released  by  the  wife,  commis- 
sioners were  appointed  by  the  court,  with  directions  to  select  and 
set  apart  as  the  homestead,  for  the  use  of  the  wife,  a  portion  of 
the  tract  of  land  mortgaged,  of  the  value  of  $5,000,  in  form  as 
compact  as  possible,  including  the  place  where  the  dwelling-house 
was  situated,  and  to  report  their  action  to  the  court.  The  Su- 
preme Court  characterized  this  proceeding  as  *'  highly  proper." 
*' We  think,"  said  Field,  J.,  '<the  courae  pursued  far  preferable, 
when  it  is  practicable,  to  a  sale  of  the  entire  premises,  with  a 
reservation  of  the  amount  from  the  proceeds.  The  homestead 
should  have  been  set  apart,  however,  for  the  use  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  not  specially  for  the  use  of  the  wife."  *  An  attachment 
issued  against  the  property  of  A,  in  a  suit  to  which  his  wife  was  not 
a  party.  The  wife  afterwards  joined  her  husband  in  a  motion  to 
set  aside  the  sale  made  upon  such  attachment.  This  circum- 
stance did  not  make  the  wife  a  party  to  the  suit,  and  her  appear- 
ance was  disregarded.  It  was  said  that,  if  the  property  in  con- 
troversy was  a  homestead,  this  fact  could  be  established  by  the 
wife  in  the  proper  proceeding.*  • 

1  Moore  v.  Titznan,  88  Dl.  869,  opinion  by  Walker,  J. 
«  Moss  V,  Warner,  10  Cal.  296,  298. 
*  Gapen  v.  Stephenson,  17  Kan.  617. 
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CHAPTER    XIII. 

OF  ACTIONS    AND    DEFENSES    TOUCHING    THE    HOMESTEAD    RIGHT. 

ARTICLE  L — Actions  and  Dsfxnsxs  bt  Claimants  ov  Homsstxadb. 

SXCTION  680.  Bill  in  Equity. 

681.  Grounds  of  Equity  Jurisdiction  —  Cloud  upon  TiUe. 

682.  Petition  for  Partition. 
688.  Demand. 

684.  Setting  apart  Homestead  by  Court  of  Lisolvency. 

685.  Ejectment  to  recover  Homestead. 

686.  Right  of  Homestead  a  Defonso  in  Ejectment. 

687.  And  in  Writ  of  Entry. 

ARTICLE  n.— Parties  and  Pleading. 

tixcnoN  690.  Independent  Rights  of  Wife. 

691.  May  redeem  from  Tax  Sale  after  Discoverture. 

692.  *0r  perform  Husband's  executory  Contract  of  Purchase. 
698,  694.  Whether  Wife  can  sue  alone. 

696,  696.  When  is  the  Wife  a  necessary  Party? 

697.  Illustrations. 

698.  Wife,  how  far  a  necessary  Party  in  Iowa. 

699.  Whether  Administrator  a  proper  Party. 

700.  Whether  Children  proper  Parties. 

701.  Burden  of  Proof  in  Contests  touching  the  Homestead. 
702,  708.  Pleading  the  Right  of  Homestead. 

704.  Negative  Averments. 

705.  Defective  Bill  cured  by  Answer. 

706.  Sufficiency  of  Averments  in  various  Cases. 

ABTICLE  nL — Procebdenqs  bt  Creditors  and  Purchasers. 

Section  709.  Proceeding  by  Creditor  to  subject  Excess  over  Homestead  Exemption. 

710.  Enforcing  Demand  for  Purchase-money. 

71 1.  Continued — Laches — Evidence. 

712.  Remedy  of  Purchaser  at  Execution  Sale — Bill  in  Equity. 
718.  Marshaling  Assets. 

ARTICLE  rv. — Conclusiveness  of  Judgments  in  Actions   aefectino  the 

Homestead. 

Section  715.  The  general  Doctrine. 

716.  Applications  of  this  Doctrine — Foreclosure  of  Mortgages  in  Texas. 

717.  A  contrary  Rule  in  Illinois. 
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Section  718.  Keason  of  this  Rule. 

719.  How  the  Right  may  be  asserted  in  such  Cases. 

720.  Rule  not  applicable  after  Discoverture. 

721.  But  may  be  invoked  on  Behalf  of  minor  Children. 

722.  Illustrations  —  Proceeding  for  Partition. 

723.  In  Case  of  Ejectment  by  Purchasers  at  Mortgagee's  Sale. 

724.  Principle  of  Accounting  in  such  Case. 

725.  Continued — Right  of  ejected  Wife  to  Rents  and  Profits. 

726.  In  Case  of  Creditor's  Bill. 

727.  In  Case  of  a  Suit  by  Attachment 

728.  How  far  a  Question  of  Parties. 

729.  Enforcement  of  Judgment  Liens — Proof  aliunde. 

m 

ARTICLE  I. — Actions  AND  Defenses  bt  Claimants  of  Hoicesteads. 

§  680.  Bill  in  Equity  to  protect  Homestead.  —  In  New  Hamp- 
shire a  bill  in  equity  is  the  proper  remedy  for  the  recovery  and 
assignment  of  a  widow's  homestead.^  The  rule  has  been  pushed 
further  in  Nevada.  The  wife  hjis  such  an  interest  in  the  home- 
stead, under  the  Constitution  of  that  state,  that  she  may  bring  an 
action  for  it  a<]:ainst  the  alienee  of  her  husband  durin<j  her  hus- 
band's  life-time.  And  the  court  says  that,  "  if  the  Constitution 
and  the  law  have  given  her  certain  rights,  the  failure  of  the  Leg- 
islature to  prescribe  the  particular  manner  in  which  she  shall  pro- 
ceed to  enforce  them  cannot  deprive  her  of  those  rights.  She 
may  come  into  a  court  of  chancery,  according  to  the  est4iblished 
forms  and  usages  of  such  courts,  and  obtain  any  equitable  relief 
to  which  she  is  entitled."  ^  Where  the  homestead  right  is  abso- 
lutely denied,  and  its  actual  enjoyment  seriously  endangered  by 
the  foreclosure  of  what  are  claimed  to  be  purchase-money  mort- 
gages, a  wife  may,  in  Michigan,  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  for  the 
protection  of  her  homestead  right.  Such  a  bill  is  not  premature 
because  no  execution  has  been  levied  on  the  premises,  and  no 
sale  advertised. under  any  decree.  The  right  is  one  which,  from 
its  nature  and  incidents,  may  well  appeal  to  preventive  remedies.* 

*  Miles  V,  MUes,  46  N.  H.  261 ;  Strachn  v.  Foss,  42  N.  H.  43;  Atkinson  v,  Atkin« 
son,  37  N.  H.  484. 

*  Goldman  v,  Clark,  1  Nev.  611.  In  this  case  the  husband  and  wife  joined  as  com- 
plainants in  the  bill. 

'  Comstock  V,  Comstock,  27  Mich.  97.  Where  it  appears  that  the  defendants  u^ 
such  a  bill  are  seeking  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  the  premises  claimed  as  a  home- 
stead which  is  signed  by  the  husband  alone,  by  suits  to  which  the  wife  is  not  made  a 
party,  on  the  ground  that  it  is  a  purchase-price  mortgage,  it  is  no  defense  to  the  relief 
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§  681.  Grounds  of  £qai1y  Jurisdiction  —  Cloud  upon  Title 
—  Waste.  —  One  of  the  grounds  on  which  coui-ts  of  equity  fre- 
quently interfere  for  the  protection  of  the  debtor's  homestead  is 
cloud  upon  title.  Thus,  where  a  house  constituting  a  paii  of  a 
debtor's  homestead  has  been  sold  under  an  execution  against 
him,  although  the  sale  confers  no  title,  yet  it  ccmstitutes  such  a 
cloud  upon  the  debtor's  title  that  equity  will  interfere  to  enjoin 
possession.^  So,  in  order  to  prevent  a  cloud  being  cast  upon  his 
title,  a  court  of  equity  will  enjoin  a  threatened  sale  of  a  debtor's 
homestead.^  Again,  equity  will  interpose  to  protect  the  home- 
stead under  its  jurisdiction  to  restrain  waste.  Thus,  where  the 
house  of  a  debtor,  part  of  his  hpniestead,  built  upon  leased 
ground,  has  been  sold  under  an  execution  against  him,  and  the 
purchaser  threatened  to  remove  it  from  the  leased  premises,  this 
was  a  proper  case  for  an  injunction.* 

§  682.  Petition  for  Partition.  —  This  is  a  remedy  frequently 
resorted  to  where  land  has  been  sold  voluntarily  or  at  foi'ced  sale, 
subject  to  a  present  right  of  homestead.*  This  remedy  is  granted 
and  regulated  by  statute  in  most  of  the  states,  and,  where  it  is 
not,  courts  of  equity  undoubtedly  have  inherent  jurisdiction  to 
sever  the  interests  of  co-tenants,  in  such  cases,  either  on  the 
application  of  the  owner  of  the  homestead  or  the  owner  of  the 
excess.*  As  already  seen,*  Probate  Courts  are  generally  clothed 
with  this  power  by  statute.^  In  New  Hampshire  a  widow  may 
bring  a  bill  in  equity  for  an  assignment  of  her  homestead,  or  she 

sought  that  the  husband  is  stiU  entitled  to  redeem  from  the  foreclosure,  and  is  not 
alleged  to  be  unable  to  do  so,  and  that  no  fraud  is  alleged.    Nor  is  it  a  defense  to  a 
bill  by  a  married  woman  to  have  a  homested  right  set  off  to  her  that  her  husband,  at 
the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  bill,  was  providing  her  a  comfortable  home.    Ibid. 
1  Conklin  v,  Foster,  67  111.  104;  Harrington  v.  Utterback,  57  Mo.  619. 

•  Vogler  V,  Montgomery,  64  Mo.  577 ;  Tucker  v.  Kenniston,  47  N.  H.  267,  where 
the  subject  is  well  discussed. 

'  Conklin  v.  Foster,  57  HI.  104. 

*  Supra,  i  681. 

»  Barney  v.  Leeds,  61  N.  H.  278,  279;  Horn  v.  Tufts,  89  N.  H.  478;  Atkinson  v. 
Atkinson,  87  N.  H.  484;  Gunnison  v.  Twitchel,  88  N.  H.  62:  Freenu  on  Co-ten.  & 
Par.  }}  428,  428. 

«  Ante,  i  612. 

1  Freem.  on  Co-ten.  &  Par.  {  528. 
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may  resort  to  the  more  familiar  mode  of  obtaining  a  partition 
by  petition,  under  the  statute  relatinsr  to  this  subject.^ 

§  683.  Demand.  —  No  demand  of  a  homestead  is  necessary, 
in  New  Hampshire,  to  enable  a  widow  to  maintain  her  petition 
for  the  assignment  of  homestead  as  against  her  husband's  alienee.' 

§  664.    Settingr  apart  Homestead  by  Court  of  Insolvency.  — 

A  court  of  insolvency,  being  a  court  of  limited  jurisdiction,  has 
no  authority  to  set  apart  the  homestead,  except  that  conferred  by 
express  statute.'  After  the  debtor's  land  has  ceased  to  be  a  part 
of  the  fund  for  the  payment  of  debts,  a  court  of  insolvency  can 
exercise  no  further  jurisdicftion  over  it.  Therefore,  after  the 
assignee  in  insolvency  has  sold  and  conveyed  away  the  debtor's 
realty,  subject  to  his  right  of  homestead,  the  court  of  insolvency 
cannot  apportion  the  debtor's  homestead  out  of  such  property ; 
such  a  proceeding  is  wholly  void.  The  proper  proceeding  is  a 
petition  for  partition,  under  the  statute  regulating  that  remedy.^ 

§  685.  Ejectment  to  recover  Homestead.  —  Land  dedicated 
as  a  homestead  is  not  subject  to  administration  in  case  of  the 
death  of  its  owner  ;'^  and,  on  the  same  principle,  it  does  not  pass 
to  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy,*  nor  to  an  assignee  under  a  state 
insolvent  law.  It  follows  that  the  mere  fact  that  a  person  has 
made  an  application  to  be  discharged  from  his  debts  under  such 
a  law,  and  that  an  assignee  has  been  appointed  to  take  charge  of 
his  estate,  will  not  prevent  him  from  maintaining  ejectment  to 
recover  his  homestead  from  one  who  is  wrongfully  in  possession 
of  it.^  ^ 

§  686.    Blg^ht  of  Homestead  a  Defense  in  Ejectment. — In 

1  AUcinson  v.  Atkinson,  87  N.  H.  487 ;  «.  e.,  40  N.  H.  252. 

«  Ibid,,  249. 

'  Woodward  v.  Lincoln,  9  Allen,  240;  Sillowfty  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  84. 

*  Silloway  v.  Brown,  tupra, 
>  Ante,  i  546. 

•  U.  S.  Bankrupt  Act,  {14;  14  U.  S.  Stat  522;  Rev.  Stot.,  {  5045;  Frank's  Bank- 
rupt Law,  87. 

'  Moore  v.  Morrow,  28  GaL  551. 
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Illinois  the  broad  doctrine  is  laid  down  that  the  risfht  of  home- 
stead  may  be  set  up  in  any  action  in  which  it  is  sought  to  deprive 
the  husband  and  wife  of  it.^  This  is,  no  doubt,  the  ireneral  rule. 
Thus,  in  Arkansas  it  is  a  good  defense  to  a  possessory  action 
under  the  Code  for  the  recovery  of  land  bought  by  the  plaintiff 
at  an  execution  sale.^  So,  if  premises  occupied  as  a  homestead 
are  sold  at  sheriff's  sale  under  a  general  judgment  against  the 
owner,  founded  on  a  demand  not  taking  precedence  of  the  home- 
stead right,  «he  and  his  wife  may  set  up  their  right  of  homestead 
as  a  defense  to  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  by  the  purchaser.' 
Moreover,  where  the  homestead  premises  have  been  sold  under  a 
deed  of  trust  in  which  the  right  of  homestead  has  not  been  re- 
leased by  the  wife  as  required  by  statute,*  nothing  is  required 
of  the  husband  and  wife  but  to  remain  passive  until  ejectment 
brought,  and  then  assert  their  right  of  homestead  as  a  defense.* 
But  in  such  an  action  the  defense  of  homestead  can  only  be  in- 
terposed as  to  so  much  of  the  premises  embraced  in  the  deed  of 
trust  through  which  the  plaintiff  claims  as  constitutes  the  home- 
stead in  fact ;  as  to  any  separate  tract  or  lot,  the  jury  may  find  a 
verdict  of  guilty,  and  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  may  be  entered 
thereon.^    In  such  a  case  in  Mississippi  the  purchaser  recovers 

>  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  31  HI.  174. 
«  Hughes  V,  Watt,  26  Ark.  22S. 

>  Williams  v.  Toung,  17  Cal.  403.  In  most  of  the  states  this  proposition  seems  to 
have  been  acquiesced  in  without  contest. 

*  Stat.  ni.  1857-8,  pp.  686-7. 

*  Pardee  v.  Lindley,  81  ni.  174,  187;  Patterson  v.  Kreig,  29  HI.  618. 

*  Pardee  v,  Lindley,  aupra ;  McDonald  v.  Badger,  28  Cal.  898,  400.  In  this  case 
the  single  point  here  under  discussion' was  raised  and  argued  on  a  petition  for  rehear- 
ing. In  giving  judgment  on  this  application,  Crocker,  J.,  said:  "It  is  contended  that 
as  the  homestead  declaration  covers  the  whole  property,  including  both  lots,  there- 
fore, even  though  the  value  exceeds  $5,000,  the  excess  cannot  be  recovered  in  eject- 
ment ;  that  it  was  not  liable  to  forced  sale  on  execution.  Several  decisions  of  this 
court  are  cited  which  sustain  the  principle  that  a  judgment  is  no  lien  upon  the  home- 
stead, and  that  the  same  cannot  be  sold  on  execution.  4  Cal.  23;  16  Cal.  181,  213; 
17  Cal.  408.  In  another  case  cited,  that  of  Gary  v.  Eastabrook  (6  Cal.  457),  it  was 
held  that,  where  the  homestead  claimed  by  the  defendant  in  execution  had  been  ascer- 
tained by  appraisement  to  exceed  $5,000,  a  sale  thereof  should  not  be  made  by  the 
sheriff  under  execution  until  an  exact  appraisement  of  the  value  of  the  premises  is 
obtained,  so  that  he  could  sell  and  convey  a  definite  undivided  interest  therein ;  that 
is,  to  illustrate,  if  the  homestead  should  be  found  to  be  worth  $10,000,  then,  as  the  un- 
divided one-half  only  would  be  exempt  under  the  homestead  law,  he  could  then  pro- 
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the  excess  over  160  acres  **  as  located  and  defined  by  the  stat- 
ute ;  "  he  and  the  debtor  become  tenants  in  common,  and  it  seems 
that  his  action  of  ejectment  does  no  more  than  establish  his  right 
to  partition.^  And  this  appears  to  be  the  rule  in  Massachusetts  in 
case  of  recovery  in  a  writ  of  entry .^  But  the  remedy  to  which 
the  purchaser  of  the  excess  above  the  right  of  homestead  is  enti- 
tled, where  the  homestead  is  of  greater  value  than  the  limit  pre- 
scribed by  the  statute,  cannot  be  asserted  in  this  form  of  action.' 
This  is  obvious — there  must  be  a  sale  for  partition  if  the  statute 
provides  for  such  relief;  otherwise,  according  to  some  cases, 
there  is  no  remedy;*  according  to  others,  relief  may  be  had  in 
equity.* 

§  687.  And  in  Writ  of  Entry.  —  In  Massachusetts  and  New 
Hampshire  several  cases  have  been  reported  where  the  purchaser 
of  land  at  execution  sale  has  brought  a  writ  of  entry  for  possession. 
It  is  there  held  that  a  homestead  right  is  such  a  freehold  right  as 
will  avail  the  tenant  in  defense  of  sucU  a  suit.^  In  Massachusetts, 
if  the  homestead  extend  over  the  entire  premises  sued  for,  and 
require  the  whole  value  to  satisfy  it,  then  the  action  will  be 
defeated.^  But  if  it  fall  short  of  this,  either  in  value  or  extent, 
and  there  is  no  disclaimer  as  to  the  residue,  the  demandant  is  en- 
titled to  recover,  but  his  judgment  is  limited  to  the  excess  above 
the  tenant's  homestead.®    The  purchaser  at  sheriff's  sale  being 

ceed  to  sell  and  convey  the  other  undivided  half  not  exempt.  This  rule  properly 
applies  to  a  case  of  a  single  lot  or  tract  of  land  on  which  the  dwelling  of  the  debtor 
stands,  but  it  is  not  necessary  to  take  that  course  where  the  homestead  covers  two  or 
more  lots,  on  only  one  of  which  is  the  dwelling  of  the  debtor." 

1  Letchford  v.  Gary,  62  Miss.  791. 

«  Infra,  i  6S7. 

»  Ibid,;  Cook  v.  McChristian,  4  Cal.  23;  Dyer  v.  Day,  61  HI.  886. 

*  Beecher  v.  Baldy,  7  Mich.  488 ;  Helfenstein  v.  Gave,  8  Iowa,  287. 

6  Dyer  v.  Day,  61  HI.  836. 

'  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  Allen,  80;  Swan  v.  Stephens,  99  Mass.  10;  Fogg  v.  Fogg, 
40  N.  H.  282. 

^  Parks  V.  Reilly,  5  AUen,  77 ;  Swan  v.  Stephens,  supra, 

^  Swan  V.  Stephens,  supra.  This  conclusion  follows  from  the  terms  of  the  statute  of 
Massachusetts  relating  to  the  writ  of  entry,  which  provides  that  *'the  demandant  may 
recover  any  specific  part  of  the  premises,  or  any  undivided  portion  thereof^  to  which 
he  proves  a  sufficient  title,  though  such  part  or  portion  is  less  than  is  demanded  in  the 
writ"    Gen  Stat,  ch.  134,  {  10. 
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the  general  owner,  entitled  to  possession  of  the  whole,  except  so 
far  as  the  tenant's  special  title  (of  homestead)  may  exclude  him, 
it  follows  that,  if  the  tenant  seeks  to  establish  an  exclusive  right 
to  any  part  of  the  premises  as  his  homestead,  the  burden  is  upon 
him  to  show  that  that  limited  right  is  sufficient  to  cover  the  entire 
parcel  so  claimed.^  But  in  New  Hampshire  the  defense  of* 
homestead  is,  in  some  cases,  a  complete  bar ;  for  there  an  extent 
is  not  held  void  as  to  the  homestead  and  good  as  to  the  rever- 
sionary interest,  but,  if  the  debtor  has  a  right  of  homestead  in  the 
land  taken  in  such  an  extent,  the  extent  is  wholly  void.'  But 
while  the  creditor  cannot  take,  under  his  extent,  the  reversionary 
interest  of  the  debtor,  which  will  accrue  after  the  termination  of 
the  debtor's  right  to  occupy  as  a  homestead,  he  may  take  the 
present  excess  over  the  statutory  value  of  the  homestead  reserva- 
tion. In  other  words,  he  may  extend  his  execution  upon  the 
premises,  **  subject  to  a  family  homestead ;  "  *  and,  where  this  is 
done,  the  tenant  can  make  no  defense  to  a  writ  of  entry,  since 
the  demandant  in  this  writ  does  not  recover  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion, but  only  an  undivided  interest,  entitling  him  to  partition.* 
The  resulting  rule  is  stated  thus :  *«  The  right  of  homestead,  be- 
fore the  same  has  been  set  out,  is  not  such  an  estate  in  land — 
such  a  subsisting  legal  title  or  interest  —  as  will  bar  a  writ  of 
entry."  *  The  precise  object,  then,  of  resorting  to  the  writ  of 
entry  in  such  a  situation  is  not  seen.  It  does  no  more  than 
establish  the  demandant's  right  to  a  partition — a  right,  it  would 
seem,  which  he  may  claim  without  resorting  to  this  intermediate 
litigation. •  If  this  conjecture  is  correct,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Mississippi,  in  giving  the  same  eflfect  to  the  action  of  ejectment,^ 
has  ingrafted  an  anomaly  upon  the  law  of  that  state  which  will 
not  flourish  well  in  such  a  soil. 

Swan  •7.  Stephens,  09  Mass.  tO. 
«  Fogg  V.  Fogg,  40N.H.  289;  Tucker  ».  Kenmston,  47  N.  H.  268;  recognized  in 
Barney  v,  Leeds,  51  N.  H.  268 ;  ante,  |  685. 
»  Barney  v.  Leeds,  51  N.  H.  270. 

*  Ibid.,  278 ;  ante,  j  630;  Castle  o.  Palmer,  6  Allen,  401 ;  Doyle  v,  Coburn,  6  Allen,  71. 
^  Fobs  v.  Strachn,  42  N.  H.  42;  Silloway  v.  Brown,  12  AUen,  80;  Barney  o.  Leeds, 

supra. 

•  Ante,  J  681. 

»  Letchford  v.  Gary  62  Miss.  791. 
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ARTICLE  II. — Parties  and  Pleading. 

§  690.  Independent  Bights  of  Wife.  —  The  husband  being 
the  head  of  a  family,  the  presumption  is  that  he  acts  for  their 
benefit  wlen  he  acquires  or  perfects  title  to  the  homestead,  and 
that  any  outstanding  title  which  he  may  purchase  was  paramount 
to  that  under  which  he  previously  held  possession.  But  the  wife 
is  not  estopped  thereby  from  showing  that  the  outstanding  title 
thus  purchased  from  the  husband  was  not  paramount  to  the  one 
they  had  already  held,  so  as  to  protect  the  homestead  right  from 
disturbance  under  a  judgment  for  the  purchase  price  of  such 
outstanding  title.^  This  clearly  overrules  the  rule  thus  stated  in 
an  earlier  case. in  the  same  state:  "The  wife,  while  the  hus- 
band is  living,  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute  exempting 
homesteads  from  forced  sale  against  the  husband.  It  is  for  him, 
while  living,  to  claim,  if  he  chooses,  the  benefit  of  the  statute ; 
and,  if  he  does  not,  the  wife  cannot  enforce  the  exemption."* 
In  Iowa,  under  an  early  statute  not  accessible  to  us,  the  view 
was  taken  that  the  wife  could  not  assert  an  independent  right  in 
the  homestead ;  that  the  most  that  could  be  accorded  to  her 
would  be  the  right  to  defend  the  homestead,  if  he  did  not,  or, 
possibly,  to  show  that  she  had  supplied  his  omission  by  doing 
some  act  which  he  had  neglected.  But  the  court  thought  that,  if 
she  could  not  assume  one  or  the  other  of  these  grounds,  there 
was  no  reason  for  her  becoming  a  party.'  But,  with  reference 
to  the  right  of  homestead  as  it  exist.s  in  that  state  under  the 
present  Code,  the  same  court  has  said :  **  The  right  of  the  wife 
to  the  homestead  of  the  husband  and  her  interest  in  it  are  pres- 
ent, fixed,  and  substantial;  they  are  not  merely  possible,  re- 
mote, or  contingent.  Her  rights  and  interests  are  in  possession 
and  enjoyment,  and  not  merely  in  expectancy  or  dependent. 
The  husband  and  wife  are,  as  to  the  homestead,  practically  joint 
tenants,  subject  to  certain  limitations  for  the  benefit  of  the  chil- 
dren, etc.  The  husband  cannot  alienate  the  homestead,  nor  even 
his  own  interest  in  it,  except  the  wife  concur  in  signing  the  con- 

1  Cassell  V,  Robs,  88  UK  245. 
«  Getzler  r.  Saroni,  18  HI.  518. 
'  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  8  Iowa,  296. 

564 


husband's  executory  contract  of  purchase.      §  692 

veyance.  Can  it  be  said  that  she  has  no  *  interest '  in  that  the 
present  possession  of  which  she  enjoys,  the  title  to  which  cannot 
be  imparted  without  her  consent,  and  the  alienation  of  which  can 
only  be  done  by  her  joining  in  the  conveyance?  The  nature  of 
the  wife's  interest  in  the  homestead  is  such,  as  the  decisions  show,^ 
that  it  is  not  in  general  liable  to  be  affected  or  concluded  by  the 
omission,  neglect,  or  default  of  the  husband."  * 

§  691.    May  redeem  from  Tax  Sale  after  DiscoYertnre. — 

The  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  therefore  holds  that  the  interest  of 
the  wife  in  the  homestead  is  the  **  real  property  of  a  married 
woman,"  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute*  which  permitted  the 
redemption  of  such  property  from  a  sale  made  for  the  payment 
of  delinquent  taxes  at  any  time  within  one  year  after  the  dis- 
ability of  coverture  was  removed.* 

§  692.  Or  perform  Husband's  execiitory  Contract  of  Pur- 
chase.—  Moreover,  if  the  husband  has  entered  into  an  executory 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  land,  and  the  land  has  been  occupied 
by  himself  and  wife  as  their  homestead,  and  the  husband  after- 
wards alienates  his  interest  in  such  homestead  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  wife,  the  wife  may  perform  the  contract  of  purchase, 
and  may  maintain  a  bill  in  equity  to  compel  its  specific  perform- 
ance. The  reasons  leading  to  this  conclusion  are  thus  given : 
**  Equity  sometimes,  to  promote  the  ends  of  justice,  considers 
that  as  done  which  the  parties  have  agreed  to  do.  Where  a  party 
is  in  possession  of  land  under  a  contract  to  purchase,  it  treats 
the  vendor  as  trustee  of  the  title  to  the  land  for  the  vendee,  and 
the  latter  as  a  trustee  of  the  purchase-money  for  the  vendor,  and, 
following  the  law,  gives  the  same  effect  to  the  equitable  estate 
thus  erected  that  the  law  gives  to  the  legal  estate.  Hence  the 
vendee's  equitable  estate,  on  his  death,  in  equity  goes  to  his  heirs 
or  devisees.  By  a  parity  of  reasoning,  equity  will  protect  it 
against  the  alienation  of  the  husband  without  the  wife  joining 
with  him,  when  the  land  is  in  the  occupation  of  the  husband  as  a 

*  See  1  Am.  Law  Reg.  (n.  s.)  709. 

'  Adam4  V.  Beale,  19  Iowa,  67,  opinion  by  Cole,  J. 
»  Rev.  1860,  i  779. 

*  Adams  v.  Beale,  19  Iowa,  61 ;  compare  Myers  v.  Copeland,  20  Iowa,  22. 
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homestead ;  and  the  wife  of  a  husband  who  refuses  or  neglects 
to  perform  his  contract  should  be  permitted  to  do  it  for  him,  to 
save  her  interest  in  the  homestead,  as  she  may  redeem  a  mort- 
gage to  save  her  right  of  dower  in  an  equity  of  redemption."^ 

§  693.  Whether  Wife  can  sue  alone.  —  In  those  states  where 
the  homestead  is  regarded  as  a  joint  estate  of  husband  and  wife, 
with  the  right  of  survivorship,  it  is  a  resulting  doctrine  that  the 
wife  cannot  sue  alone  to  recover  the  homestead,  but  that  both 
must  join  in  the  action.*  But  this  defect  of  parties  must  be 
taken  advantage  of  by  demurrer,  or  it  will  be  treated  as  waived.' 
Neither  can  the  husband  individtiaUy  jvssert  a  right  of  homestead ; 
the  wife  must  join.*  In  a  later  case  the  California  court  went 
further,  and,  denying  the  rule  of  the  earlier  cases  in  that  state, 
that  the  homestead  is  an  estate  of  joint  tenancy,  nevertheless 
held  that  the  wife  could  not,  in  her  own  name,  sue  in  ejectment 
to  recover  premises  alienated  and  abandoned  by  her  husband 
without  her  consent,  making  him  a  party  defendant.  The  rea- 
sons given  by  Field,  C.  J.,  in  support  of  this  conclusion  are 
very  forcible :  "  The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the  possession  of 
premises  formerly  occupied  by  herself  and  husband  as  a  home- 
stead, and  bases  her  action  upon  the  alleged  invalidity  of  the 
conveyance  of  her  husband  to  one  of  the  defendants,  made  with- 
out her  signature.  The  suit  is  brought  in  her  individual  name, 
the  husband  having  refused,  upon  application,  to  join  as  plaintiff. 
He  is,  accordingly,  made  a  defendant,  such  refusal  being  alleged 
as  the  reason  of  this  mode  of  proceeding.  The  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  was  sustained,  and,  in  our  judgment,  properly.  The 
statute  confers  upon  the  wife  no  right  to  the  homestead  inde- 
pendent of  the  husband,  which  she  can  enforce  against  his  con- 
sent. It  affords  protection  to  him,  and  only  through  him  to  the 
wife  and  children.  It  does  not  pui-port  to  interfere  with  the 
natural  dependence  of  the  latter  upon  the  former.  She  is  bound 
by  her  marital  obligations  to  live  with  him,  and  when  he  changes 

*  McKee  «.  Wilcox,  11  Mich.  361,  opinion  by  Manning,  J. 
«  Poole  V,  Gerrard,  6  Oal.  71 ;  Dunn  ».  Tozer,  10  Oal.  170. 

•  Dunn  V,  Tozer,  supra. 

«  Cook  9.  Klink,  8  Cal.  353. 
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his  place  of  residence  she  must  accompany  him.  There  is  no 
obligation  resting  upon  him  to  permanently  occupy  the  same 
place ;  indeed,  the  highest  interest  of  himself  and  family  —  their 
health  and  maintenance,  and  the  proper  education  of  his  children 
—  may  require  a  relinquishment  of  the  homestead.  As  by  his 
act  the  premises  were  originally  impressed  with  the  character  of  a 
homestead,  so  by  his  act  they  may  be  abandoned  as  such.  The 
wife,  from  the  nature  of  her  dependent  relation  to  her  husband  — 
a  relation  not  only  essential  to  the  peace  and  happiness  of  the 
family  itself,  but  to  the  well-being  of  society  —  must  abide  the 
consequences  of  such  abandonment.  So  long  as  the  premises 
retain  the  character  of  homestead,  the  conveyance  of  the  hus- 
band without  the  signature  and  acknowledgment  of  the  wife 
is  invalid  so  as  to'  entitle  the  grantee  to  their  possession,  but  no 
longer.  It  is  around  the  actual,  not  the  former,  homestead  of 
the  head  of  the  family  that  the  law  throws  its  protection.  If, 
then,  the  premises  in  controversy  were  in  fact  abandoned,  with 
no  intention  on  the  part  of  the  head  of  the  family  to  reoccupy 
them  as  a  homestead,  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  the  entire 
estsite  passed  to  the  grantee  absolutely.  But  if  not  thus  aban- 
doned—  if  the  removal  were  temporary  in  its  nature,  made  for  a 
specific  purpose,  for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  the  building 
which  had  fallen  — the  premises  remained  subject  to  his  right  to 
claim  their  enjoyment  and  use  as  such  homestead.  The  asser- 
tion of  this  right  does  not  rest  with  the  wife.  If  in  this  case 
the  plaintiff  were  to  recover,  it  could  only  result  in  placing  the 
possession  in  the  husband.  He  could  immediately  remove,  and 
the  wife  would  be  obliged  to  follow  him.  The  possession  could 
not,  therefore,  be  retained  without  his  consent,  and,  hence,  no 
recovery  could  be  had  without  his  cooperation  in  obtaining  it."^ 

§  694.  Oontiniied.  —  In  Michigan,  where  the  rights  of  the 
wife  in  her  homestead  are  endangered  by  the  foreclosure  of  an 
alleged  purchase-money  mortgage,  in  the  execution  of  which  she 
did  not  join,  she  may,  by  force  of  statute,  sue  alone  in  equity 
for  the  protection  of  her  homestead  right. ^    In  Mississippi,  under 

>  Guiod  r.  Guiod,  14  Cal.  607,  opinion  by  Field,  C.  J. 

*  Oomstock  V.  Comstock,  27  Mich.  98;  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  1871,  {  4805. 
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a  sUitute  which  does  not  restrain  the  alienation  of  the  homestead 
by  the  husband,  but,  upon  his  death,  provides  that  it  shall  pass 
to  his  widow  and  children,  the  wife  has  not,  during  the  life  of 
the  husband,  such  an  interest  in  the  homestead  as  will  authorize 
her  to  sue  in  equity  for  its  protection.^  In  Louisiana,  under  a 
similar  statute  of  homestead,  where  the  husband  had  removed 
from  the  state,  leaving  his  wife  behind,  and  there  were  no  chil- 
dren, it  was  held  that  the  wife  could  not  maintain  a  suit  to  enjoin 
a  sale  of  premises  the  title  to  which  was  in  him,  on  the  ground 
that  such  premises  constituted  the  family  homestead.  The  court 
held  that  the  husband  alone  could  sue ;  that  the  wife  had  no 
authority  to  act  for  or  bind  him,  and  could  do  nothing  without 
showing  a  right  personal  to  herself.'  In  Texas  the  wife  may  sue 
alone  for  the  protection  of  the  homestead,  where  the  husband  is 
absent  and  refuses  to  join  in  the  suit.'  In  Kelley  v.  Whitmore  a 
wife  brought  suit  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  her  homestead  under  a 
mortgage,  alleging  that  her  husband  was  absent  from  the  state 
and  refused  to  join  in  the  suit,  making  him  a  defendant,  and 
asking  that  he  be  served  by  publication.  The  court  below  dis- 
solved the  injunction,  and  refused  to  allow  the  bill  to  stand  over 
as  an  original  suit,  on  the  ground  that  there  were  not  proper 
parties  to  the  bill.  The  Supreme  Court  held  that  the  wife  might 
well  sue  alone,  and  that  her  bill  should  stand  over  for  hearing.* 
But  in  Murphy  v.  Coffey  a  married  woman  brought  suit  in  her 
own  name,  in  the  District  Court,  alleging  that  her  husband  had 
sold  and  conveyed  their  homestead  to  the  defendant,  in  disregard 


1  Thorns  V.  Thorns,  45  Miss.  272. 

*  Mallon  V.  Gates,  26  La.  An.  610. 

*  Kelley  v,  Whitmore,  41  Texas,  647.  The  court,  per  Gk)uld,  J.,  says:  "The  case 
of  Murphy  v,  Coffey,  88  Texas,  609,  is  cited  hy  the  appellee.  That  case  asserts  the 
general  proposition  that  the  wife  cannot  maintain  a  suit  in  h^r  own  name  in  regard  to 
community  property,  her  hushand  not  being  a  party,  but  has  no  reference  to  well- 
established  exceptions  to  that  rule.  That  there  are  cases  where  the  wife,  being  aban- 
doned by  the  husband,  has  power  to  manage  and  control  the  community  property^ 
and,  of  necessity,  to  enforce  her  rights  by  suit,  is  certainly  the  settled  law  in  this 
state.  FuUerton  v.  Doyle,  18  Texas,  14;  Wright  v.  Hays,  10  Texas,  182.  So,  then, 
in  cases  where,  in  consequence  of  the  wrongful  acts  of  her  husband,  she  is  forced  to 
fue  a  third  party,  she  may  sue  alone,  or  make  her  husband  defendant.  O'Brien  9. 
Hilburn,  9  Texas,  290." 

*  Kelley  v.  Whitmore,  mpra, 
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of  her  express  wishes  and  protests,  made  at  the  time  to  her  hus- 
band and  the  defendant,  and  that  her  husband  refused  to  institute 
suit  to  recover  it ;  wherefore  she  prayed  leave  to  prosecute  the 
suit  without  joining  her  husband,  and  that  the  homestead  be 
adjudged  to  her.  The  court  held  that  the  suit  could  not  be  main- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  although,  if  her  allegations  were  true,  her 
husband  might  recover -the  homestead  from  his  vendee,  notwith- 
standing his  conveyance.^  The  former  case  undoubtedly  over- 
rules the  latter,  notwithstanding  the  language  of  Gould,  J.^ 
quoted  in  the  note. 

§  695.   When  is  the  Wife  a  necessary  Party? — Before  this 

m 

question  can  be  answered  it  is  necessary  to  consider  what  is 
meant  by  the  term  *•  necessary  party."  Do  we  understand  by 
this  term  a  party  whose  presence  is  necessary  in  order  that  the 
decree  may  have  any  effect  whatever,  or  one  who  must  be  joined 
in  order  that  the  decree  may  conclude  his  rights?  The  term,  as 
ordinarily  used  by  courts  of  equity,  imports  a  party  without 
whose  presence  the  chancellor  will  not  proceed  to  a  decree, 
either  (1)  because  the  decree  would  work  an  injury  to  the  party 
himself,  as,  for  instance,  by  driving  him  to  a  separate  litigation ; 
or  (2)  because  it  Avould  work  an  injury  to  parties  before  the 
court,  by  reason  of  not  being  conclusive  as  to  such  absent  party, 
thus  driving  those  parties  to  a  separate  litigation.*  In  no  case 
would  the  decree  be  conclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  such  absent 
**  necessary  party,"  and  in  some  cases,  on  account  of  his  absence, 
it  might  not  be  conclusive  as  to  the  rights  of  any  one.  Since, 
then,  the  wife  has,  in  nearly  all  th.e  states,  a  substantive  interest 
or  estate  in  the  homestead,  of  which  she  canuot  be  deprived  by 
the  sole  act  or  default  of  her  husband,'  it  follows  that,  to  any 
proceeding  directly  affecting  such  right,  she  is  a  necessary  party, 
in  order  to  save  the  rights  of  the  complainant  or  her  own.*    It 

»  Murphy  v.  Coffey,  88  Texas,  508. 
«  See  Story's  Eq.  PL,  JJ  72,  77,  186. 
»  Ante,  ii  42,  470. 

«  OasseU  v.  Boss,  88  HI.  246 ;  Clark  v.  Shannon,  1  Nov.  672 ;  Sai^ant  v.  Wilson,  6 
OaL  507 ;  Moss  o.  Warner,  10  CaL  297. 
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seems,  therefore,  that  a  case  iu  Iowa  which  holds  that  although 
the  wife  is  not  a  ''  necessary  party  "  to  a  proceeding  affecting  the 
homestead,  yet  she  will  not,  when  not  made  a  party,  be  concluded 
by  a  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage  thereon,  if  she  can  make  it 
afterwards  appear  that  the  mortgage  was  not  executed  so  as  to 
pass  her  rights,^  proceeds  upon  a  partial  understanding  of  the 
meaning  of  the  term  ;  since  this  very,  statement  of  doctrine 
shows  that  the  wife  is  a  necessary  party  in  such  cases,  in  order 
that  complete  justice  may  be  done  and  subsequent  litigation  pre- 
vented. She  is  not,  however,  within  the  meaning  of  this  case, 
a  ''  necessary  party  "  in  the  sense  that,  by  reason  of  her  absence, 
the  decree  falls  wholly  to  the  ground.  But  she  is  necessary  in 
this  sense,  according  to  the  doctrine  of  a  number  of  early  cases 
in  California.  The  distinction  between  the  doctrine  in  these  two 
states  may  be  illustrated  thus :  Under  the  Iowa  rule,  if  the  wife 
had,  after  the  decree,  died  without  leaving  issue  capable  of  claim- 
ing the  homestead,  the  decree  would  have  concluded  all  rights  of 
the  husband  ;  but  it  would  not  have  been  so  in  California.*  There 
such  a  decree  is  void  as  to  all  persons  and  for  all  purposes.  If 
the  husband  has  sold  the  homestead  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion, his  wife  joining  in  a  release  of  the  homestead  interest,  he 
cannot  defend  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  against  him 
by  the  purchaser,  on  the  ground  that  his  wife  was  induced  by 
his  fraud  to  sign  the  deed,  supposing  it  to  be  a  mortgage.  **  If 
her  homestead  rights  are  to  be  prejudiced,  she  can  file  her  bill  in 
chancery,  and  the  court  can  give  her  such  protection  as  the  equity 
of  her  case  may  require.  ♦  ♦  *  Her  remedy  must  be  sought 
in  a  proceeding  to  which  she  is  herself  a  party,  and  in  which  the 
relief  can  be  adjusted  on  equitable  grounds.* " 

§  696.  Continued.  —  On  the  other  hand,  to  any  proceeding  in 
which  the  right  of  homestead  is  not  available  as  a  defense,  as  a 
bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  given  for  pu7xha»e-money ^^  it  is  ob- 

1  Larson  v.  Reynolds,  18  Iowa,  679. 
>  BevaUc  v.  Kriemer,  8  Cal.  66. 

•  Dyer  v.  Day,  61  HI.  886,  opinion  by  Lawrence,  0.  J. 

*  Antet  I  349  et  seq. 
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vious  that  the  wife  is  not,  on  account  of  the  fact  that  the  locus  in 
quo  constitutes  the  family  homestead,  a  necessary  party.* 

§  697.  niiistrations.  —  Upon  a  bill  filed  to  protect  the  home- 
stead from  sale  for  *  the  price  agreed  to  be  paid  by  the  husband 
for  an  outstanding  title  to  the  premises,  the  wife  is  a  necessary 
party,  to  the  end  that  her  rights,  as  involved  in  the  question 
whether  such  outstanding  title  was  paramount  to  that  under 
which  the  land  was  previously  held,  may  be  determined.'  In  a 
case  in  Nevada  th%  view  is  expressed  that  when  it  appears  by 
the  pleadings  in  a  case  that  the  property  in  controversy  is  claimed 
as  a  homestead,  and  such  facts  are  stated  as  show  a  probable 
ground  for  such  claim,  the  coui*t  should  not  proceed  with  the 
trial  of  the  case  until  the  wife  is  brought  into  court,  so  that  the 
decree  may  conclude  all  parties.*  But  whether,  if  the  wife  be  not 
brought  in,  the  husband  alone  may  set  up  the  invalidity  of  his 
own  deed,  in  which  the  wife  has  not  joined  releasing  homestead, 
and  what  would  be  the  effect  of  the  appearance  and  disclaimer  of 
the  wife,  the  court  do  not  decide.*  In  California  it  is  held  in  one 
case  that,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  upon  property 
which  embraces  the  homestead,  the  wife  is  a  necessary  party 
to  a  full  adjustment  of  the  controversy,  and  should  be  allowed  to 
intervene.  **This  right,"  said  the  court,  **  belongs  to  her  by 
the  statute  of  this  state,  as  well  as  the  universal  practice  of  courts 
of  equity."  *  In  a  later  case  it  is  said :  **  The  wife  is  a  proper 
party  defendant  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  on 
premises  claimed  as  a  homestead.  If  not  made  such  pai*ty, 
she  may  intervene,  or,  by  permission  of  the  court,  be  allowed  to 
file  a  separate  answer,  the  plaintiff  having  the  liberty  to  amend 
his  con^plaint  if  any  matters  are  set  up  in  the  answer  which  he 
might  wish  to  anticipate  by  further  allegations."  *    In  an  early 

^  Ampblett  v.  Hibbard,  29  M.icb.  296.  Tbe  same  doctrine  has  been  applied  where 
the  supposed  right  of  the  wife  was  dower.  Bunting  9.  Foy,  66  K.  C.  193.  See  Mills 
V.  Van  Voorhies,  20  N.  Y.  412. 

3  CasseU  v.  Boss,  88  HI.  246. 

*  Clark  V.  Shannon,  1  Key.  672. 

*  Ibid, 

6  Sargeant  t>.  Wilson,  5  Cal.  607. 

*  Moss  0,  "Warner,  10  Cal.  297,  opinion  by  Field,  J. 
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« 

case  ia  Michigan  a  husband  conveyed  certain  premises  without 
his  wife's  signature.  A  judgment-creditor  of  his  levied  upon  the 
premises  and  filed  a  bill  in  aid  of  his  execution,  attacking  the 
conveyance  as  fraudulent.  The  defendant  contended  that,  as  the 
wife  did  not  join  in  the  conveyance,  the  deed  was  void  under  the 
homestead  law  of  1848,  and  that  she  was  entitled  to  be  protected 
in  the  enjoyment  of  forty  acres  of  land  under  that  law.  But  it 
was  held  that,  if  she  had  any  equitable  interest  in  the  premises 
under  the  homestead  law,  it  could  not  be  adjudicated  in  that  suit, 
but  that  she  must  join  her  husband  in  a  croSa-billj  and  so  bring 
her  claim  before  the  court.^ 

§  698.  Wife,  how  far  a  necessary  Party  In  Iowa.  — The  Iowa 
cases  exhibit  some  confusion  on  this  question.  The  court  started 
out,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  to  recover  land  by  one  who  had 
purchased  it  at  execution  sale,  where  the  defense  was  homestead, 
by  holding  that  the  court  below  etred  in  letting  the  wife  of  the 
defendant  in  as  a  party.*  The  court  proceeded  upon  the  ground 
that,  under  the  statute  which  determined  the  case,'  the  wife  could 
not  simply  set  up  a  right  to  the  homestead  as  wife  of  the  defend- 
ant, or  as  mother  of  a  family,  without  reference  to  what  her 
husband  had  done  or  omitted  to  do ;  which  was  tantamount  to 
saying  that  the  wife's  right  to  the  homestead  inhered  in  that  of 
the  husband,  and  was  concluded  by  his  acts  or  omissions  —  a 
doctrine  which  is  no  longer  the  law  in  Iowa,  nor,  with  one  or 
two  exceptions,  in  any  other  state.*  In  a  subsequent  case,  de- 
tennined  under  the  law  as  embodied  in  the  Code,  the  court  held 
that  the  wife  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  a  proceeding  instituted 
by  her  husband  to  enjoin  the  sale  of  property  under  a  mortgage 
executed  by  her  husband  and  herself  jointly,  such  as  in  Jowa  is 
sufficient  to  charge  the  homestead.*  The  court  cited  the  pre- 
ceding case,  and  said:  *«We  do  not  perceive  any  reason  for 
making  the  wife  a  party  to  this  bill.     She  was  not  a  party  to  the 

1  Wisner  r.  Farnham,  2  Mich.  472. 
«  Helfenatein  v.  Cave,  8  Iowa,  287. 

•  Iowa  Act  January  16, 1849 ;  2  Laws  Iowa,  ch.  124. 

*  Supra,  2  690. 

^  Sloan  V,  Coolbaugh,  10  Iowa,  81. 
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note,  and  united  in  the  mortgage  deed  probably  because  it  in- 
cluded the  homestead,  or,  it  might  be,  to  release  dower.  She 
seems  to  have  no  leffal  relation  to  the  transaction  other  than  to 
enable  her  husband  to  pledge  the  homestead."  It  was  therefore 
held  that  the  bill  was  not  demurrable  for  thjs  reason.^  This  was 
followed  by  a  case  holding  that,  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
of  premises  occupied  as  a  homestead,  the  wife  is  not  a  necessary 
party  in  the  sense  that  the  case  cannot  proceed  without  her,  but 
the  decree  will  not  conclude  her  rights,  though  it  will  conclude 
those  of  the  husband  which  exist  independently  of  hers.  It 
cannot  be  invoked  to  expel  her  and  her  husband  from  the  home- 
stead while  the  marriage  relation  continues  ;  and  just  what  effect  it 
would  have,  the  court  do  not  state.*  This  was  followed  by  a  case 
reasserting  substantially  the  same  rule.  The  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage of  the  homestead  in  which  the  wife  did  not  join,  she  not  hav- 
ing been  made  a  party  to  the  suit,  passed  no  title  to  one  who 
purchased  at  the  sale,  and  he  could  therefore  communicate  no  title 
to  another.'  Subsequently  the  court  reviewed  these  decisions, 
and  again  gave  the  subject  an  attentive  consideration.  The  right 
of  the  wife  in  the  homestead  was  said  to  be  of  a  higher  character, 
and  more  in  the  nature  of  a  vested  interest  or  title,  than  is  a 
dower  right  in  the  other  real  estate  of  her  husband.  **  It  is  a 
universal  rule,"  continued  the  court,  **  that  the  interest  of  any 
person  in  the  mortgaged  property,  although  acquired  subsequent 
to  the  mortgage  (unless  the  mortgage  contains  a  power  of  sale), 
can  only  be  divested  or  barred  by  making  such  person  a  party  to 
the  foreclosure  proceedings.  ^  There  was  no  foreclosure  of  this 
mortgage  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant,  nor  was  the 
wife  a  party  to  the  suit  upon  the  note  ;  and,  hence,  her  right  or 
equity,  whatever  it  is,  has  not  been  barred  or  foreclosed.  Since, 
therefore,  the  wife,  together  with  her  husband,  the  judgment- 
debtor,  is  in  possession  of  the  premises  as  a  homestead,  she,  claim- 
ing in  her  own  right,  though  derived  through  the  husband,  cannot 
legally  be  turned  out  of  possession  by  virtue  of  an  execution 
against  him  alone.    But  while  she  may  not  thus  be  turned  out  of 

^  Sloan  V,  Coolbaugh,  10  Iowa,  81. 
'  Larson  v,  Reynolds,  18  Iowa,  579. 
•  Bumap  V,  Cook,  16  Iowa,  149, 158. 
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possession,  it  by  no  means  follows  that  her  rights  are  paramount 
to  the  mortgage  lien  of  the  defendant.  On  the  contrary,  his  mort- 
gage being  executed  by  the  (now)  husband,  prior  to  his  marriage, 
and  while  he  had  full  right  and  authority  to  mortgage  the  prop- 
erty, is  a  valid  lieuj^  and,  without  some  other  special  defense, 
must  be  paramount  to  the  rights  of  the  wife  acquired  by  the 
subsequent  marriage.  While  the  mortgagee  may,  therefore, 
have  the  right  to  subject  the  property,  by  proper  foreclosure 
proceedings,  to  the  payment  of  his  debt,  he  has  not  the  right  to 
the  absolute  possession  of  the  property  iis  against  the  wife,  with- 
out making  her  a  party  to  such  proceedings."  ^ 

§  699.  Whether  Administrator  a  proper  Party*  —  The  ad- 
ministrator of  the  deceased  owner  of  a  homestead  acquires  no 
title  or  interest  in  relation  to  such  homestead.'  From  this  the 
conclusion  has  been  drawn  that  where  one  who  has  purchased  the 
homestead  of  a  debtor,  at  sheriff's  sale,  brings  an  action  for  its 
possession,  if  the  debtor  died  during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  his 
administrator  need  not  be  made  a  party .^  This  position  is  be- 
lieved by  the  writer  to  be  unsound.  Creditors  have  a  direct 
interest  in  preventing  a  homestead  from  being  carved  out  of  tliat 
portion  of  the  estate  subject  to  the  payment  of  their  demands ; 
and  the  administrator,  as  their  representative,  ought  to  be  per- 
mitted to  appear  and  contest  the  granting  of  such  an  allowance. 

§  700.  Whether  Children  proper  Parties.  —  To  a  widow's 
bill  for  the  assignment  of  homestead  out  of  the  estate  of  her 
deceased  husband,  he  having  alienated  it  in  his  life-time  without 
her  releasing  her  homestead  right,  minor  children  are  held,  in 
New  Hampshire,  to  be  *'  proper,  if  not  necessary,  parties ;  "  *  but 
why  they  are  so  the  court  does  not  state,  nor  is  the  reason  per- 
ceived. 

§  701.  Burden  of  Proof  in  Contests  tonchingr  the  Home- 
stead. —  A  person  claiming  a  statutory  right  must,  by  his  plead- 

'  Chase  v.  Abbott»  20  Iowa,  168,  opinion  by  Cole,  J. 

«  Ante,  J  646. 

>  Bassett  v.  Messner,  30  Texas,  604,  610. 

«  Miles  V.  Miles,  46  N.  H.  266 ;  ante,  I  43. 
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ing  and  proof,  bring  himself  fairiy  within  the  teiins  of  the  statute  ; 
and  this  rule  is  applicable  to  a  claim  of  the  homestead  exemp- 
tion.^ Thus,  where  a  claim  of  homestead  is  set  up  by  the 
defendants  in  an  action  of  ejectment,  in  a  case  where  the  plaintiff's 
right  of  recovery  is  clear,  unless  such  homestead  right  be  shown 
the  burden  is  upon  the  defendants  to  prove  the  facts  necessary  to 
establish  the  right.*  But  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has 
denied  the  application  of  this  nile  where  it  would  require  the 
person  setting  up  the  right  of  homestead  to  prove  a  negative,  as 
that  the  debt  sued  on  was  not  incurred  in  the  purchase  of  the 
homestead  premises.  It  devolves  upon  the  creditor  to  allege  and 
prove  that  his  demand  is  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  if  such  be 
the  fact.' 

§  702.  Pleading:  the  Right  of  Homestead.  —  It  is  a  familiar 
and  well-established  rule  of  pleading  that  when  a  statute  gives  a 
new  right  or  privilege,  under  certain  circumstances,  conditions, 
or  qualifications,  the  party  claiming  such  right  in  his  petition,  or 
setting  it  up  as  a  defense  in  his  answer,  must  bring  himself  within 
the  requirements  of  the  statute ;  in  other  words,  he  must,  in  his 
pleading,  show  that  he  comes  within  the  circumstances,  or  pos- 
sesses the  conditions  or  qualifications,  named  by  the  statute  as 
requisite  for  holding  the  right  or  privilege.*  This  principle  ap- 
plies to  a  pleading  which  sets  up  the  right  of  homestead.^    The 

1  Infra,  i  702. 

>  Amphlett  v.  Hibbard,  29  Micb.  804.  ^ 

'  StevenBon  v,  Marony,  29  111.  684,  opinion  by  Walker,  J.  Tbe  court  says:  "It  is 
seldom  that  tbe  law  requires  a  party  to  prove  a  negative,  which  is  always  difficult,  and 
often  impossible.  On  the  contrary,  affirmative  acts  are  susceptible  of  ready  proof, 
and  attended  with  no  hazard  of  a  failure  of  justice.  Where  the  creditor  affirms  that 
his  debt  was  incurred  for  the  purchase-money  or  improvement  of  the  homestead,  no 
reason  is  perceived  why  he  should  not  be  required  to  establish  that  fact.  Where  the 
debtor  has  shown  that  he  is  within  the  provisions  of  the  enacting  clause  of  the  first 
section,  he  is,  prima  faeUj  entitled  to  its  benefits.  And  it  must  be  rebutted  by  the 
creditors  to  subject  the  property  under  the  provisions  of  the  second  section.  Where 
the  proceeding  is  in  chancery,  however,  it  may  be  different,  as  the  practice  allows  the 
defendant,  by  a  cross-bill,  to  have  discovery  of  the  complainant  to  prove  his  defense. 
This  was  the  rule  regulating  chancery  practice,  in  such  cases,  Intimated  in  the  case  of 
KitcheU  v.  Buigwin,  21  111.  40." 

*  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  6  Iowa,  876;  Kitchell  v,  Burgwin,  21  HI.  46;  1  Dan.  Ch.  Pr. 
411 ;  Struble  v.  Nodwift,  11  Ind.  64. 

^  Helfenstein  v.  Gave,  supra;  Symonds  v.  Lappin,  82  IlL  218;  Kitchell o.  Burgwin, 
gupra, 
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pleader  must  vaiy  his  allegations  according  to  the  peculiarities  of 
the  statute  under  which  he  claims.  This  is  well  illustrated  by  a 
case  twice  before  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa,  where  the  pur- 
chaser of  land  at  an  execution  sale  brought  an  action  of  right  for 
the  possession,  and  the  defendant  set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in 
the  premises.  He  was  required  to  allege,  in  conformity  to  the 
terms  of  the  statute,  that  the  homestead  claimed  did  not  exceed  the 
forty  acres  given  by  the  statute  ;  that  it  was  not  included  in  the  re- 
corded plat  of  a  city,  town,  or  village  ;  and  that  it  did  not  exceed 
$500  in  value.^  But,  as  the  statute  in  question  did  not  in  terms 
make  it  incumbent  upon  the  execution  debtor  to  notify  the  levying 
officer,  at  the  time  of  his  making  the  levy,  of  what  he  regarded  his 
homestead,  or  to  claim  a  homestead  exemption,  and  as  the  court 
were  not  prepared  to  say  that  such  notice  and  claim  of  homestead 
were  of  vital  consequence  to  the  debtor's  right,  it  was  held  un- 
necessary, in  such  a  pleading,  to  allege  such  notice  and  claim. ^ 
In  such  an  action  the  defendant  may  plead  that  the  premises  are 
susceptible  of  a  division,  so  that  a  portion,  including  the  dwell- 
ing-house and  appurtenances  thereto,  may  be  set  off  in  such  man- 
ner that  the  homestead  will  not  exceed  the  value  limited  by  the 
statute  ;  and  in  such  plea  it  is  not  necessary  to  set  out  the  new 
limits  of  the  homestead  in  order  to  bring  it  down  to  the  statu- 
tory value.*  Under  such  a  plea  of  homestead  it  is  incumbent 
upon  the  plaintiff  either  to  deny  that  the  premises  are  divisible 
or  to  call  for  a  survey  of  the  premises  and  the  ascertainment  of  a 
quantity  of  the  land  to  meet  the  required  value.* 

§  703.  Continued.  —  The  foregoing  decision  was  rendered  in 
a  state  which  practices  under  a  code.  In  Illinois,  where  the 
common-law  procedure  is  still  in  vogue,  the  more  liberal  rule 
has  obtained  that  a  person  who  desires  to  set  up  his  right  of 
homestead  as  a  defense  to  an  action  of  ejectment,  brought  by 
one  who  has  purchased  it  at  an  execution  sale,  may  do  so  under 
the  general  plea  of  not  guilty.*  In  Massachusetts,  where  a  similar 
system  prevails,  the  tenant  of  premises  demanded  in  a  writ  of 

>  Helfenstein  v.  Cave,  8  Iowa,  287 ;  <•  c,  6  Iowa,  87i. 
«  Ibid,,  6  Iowa,  874. 
»  Ibid. 

*  Ibid. 

*  Patterson  v.  Kreig,  29  HI.  614;  Johnson  v.  Adleman,  85  HI.  266,  281. 
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entry  may  set  up  a  right  of  homestead  as  a  defense  to  the  action, 
by  a  plea  of  nul  disseizin^  without  further  specilScation.* 

§  704.  Negative  Averments. — No  good  reason  is  perceived 
why  the  pleader  should  be  required  to  negative  all  the  exceptions 
of  the  statute.  Thus,  if  the  pleader  brings  himself  within  the 
affirmative  descriptive  clauses  of  the  statute  —  as,  for  example, 
by  stating  that  he  is  the  head  of  a  family,  and  that  the  land  in 
question  does  not  exceed  a  given  acreage,  or  a  given  value  —  he 
has  sufficiently  notified  the  adversary  party  of  the  nature  of  his 
claim,  and  he  ought  not  to  be  required  to  incumber  his  pleading 
by  denying  that  the  debt  accrued  since  the  passage  of  the  act ; 
that  it  was  not  a  debt  for  purchase-money,  nor  for  public  taxes, 
nor  for  the  erection  of  improvements  on  the  premises,  nor  charged 
upon  the  premises  by  his  consent  and  that  of  his  wife.  Under 
some  statutes  such  a  requirement  would  make  a  pleading  too 
prolix,  and  an  error  in  enumerating  and  denying  seriatim  all  the 
exceptions  of  the  statute  would  often  prejudice  a  meritorious 
case.  On  the  other  hand,  if  the  pleader  has  brought  himself 
clearly  within  the  affirmative  descriptive  words  of  the  statute,  it 
will  be  for  the  opposing  party  to  aver  and  prove  that  he  comes 
within  some  one  of  the  exceptions,  if  such  be  the  case.* 

§  705.  Defective  Bill  cured  by  Answer — A  bill  in  equity  — 
or,  more  properly,  a  complaint  under  a  code  —  seeking  to  enjoin 
the  sale  of  land  on  the  ground  that  it  is  the  complainants'  home- 
stead is  defective,  in  Nevada,  if  it  does  not  state  that  the  plaint- 
iffs had  selected  the  property  in  controversy  as  their  homestead, 
and  filed  a  declaration  thereof,  as  required  by  the  statute  ;  but  if 
the  defendant,  in  his  answer,  gives  the  date  at  which  the  com- 
plainants filed  their  declaration  of  homestead  for  record,  this  will 
cure  the  want  of  such  an  averment  in  the  bill.  The  court  thinks 
that,  as  a  rule  of  equity  pleading,  averments  in  the  answer  will 
cure  omissions  in  the  bill ;'  but,  however  this  may  be,  the  court 

^  Swan  V,  Stephens,  99  Mass.  7. 

'  See,  upon  this  subject,  Staph.  PI.  443 ;  Mitchell  v,  Milhoan^  11  Kan.  617,  where 
negative  avennents  corresponding  with  the  exceptions  of  the  statute  of  homestead 
were  only  inferentially  made,  and  the  pleading  was  held  good  after  verdict.  AnUj  {  701. 

*  See  Dan.  Ch.  Pr.  441,  note. 
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conclude  that  such  must  be  the  rule  under  a  statute  of  jeofails 
requiring  the  court,  **  in  every  stage  of  the  action,  to  disregard 
any  error  or  defect  in  the  pleadings  or  proceedings  which  shall 
not  affect  the  substantial  rights  of  the  parties,"  and  providing 
that  no  judgment  shall  be  reversed  or  affected  by  reason  of  such 
a  defect.* 

§  706.  Sufficiency  of  Averments  in  varions  Cases.  —  Under 
the  Code  of  Arkansas  a  plea  to  a  possessory  action  for  land 
which  the  plaintiff  has  purchased  at  an  execution  sale  is  suffi- 
ciently explicit  if  it  avers  that  the  defendant  is  in  possession  of 
the  laud,  and  that  it  is  his  homestead.^  Where  it  is  sought  to 
enjoin  a  sale  of  a  homestead  by  a  trustee,  under  a  deed  of  trust, 
on  the  ground  that  other  property  of  the  owners  subject  to  the 
homestead  has  not  been  exhausted,  it  is  necessarv  to  aver  and 
prove  that  the  plaintiff  has  such  other  property.'  In  California, 
where  the  code  system  of  pleading  prevails,  a  complaint  by  bus- 
band  and  wife  in  the  nature  of  a  declaration  in  ejectment,  for 
the  recovery  of  a  homestead  which  the  husband  had  aliened  by 
his  sole  deed,  must  aver  either  that  the  premises  were  occupied 
as  a  homestead  at  the  date  of  the  conveyance  or  that  they  had 
not  been  previously  abandoned.*  In  Iowa,  under  a  code  which 
provides  that,  **in  the  construction  of  a  pleading  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  its  effect,  its  allegations  shall  be  liberally 
construed  with  a  view  to  substantive  justice  between  the  parties,"  * 
it  has  been  held  that  a  petition  by  a  co-heir  against  a  widow,  for 
participation  in  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  homestead,  which 
alleges  that  after  the  death  of  her  husband  the  defendant  did 
not  occupy  the  premises  as  her  homestead,  and  that  she  is  a  non- 
resident of  the  state  and  a  resident  of  the  state  of  Illinois,  is 
good  on  demurrer  ;  since  it  states  fiicts  which  show  a  prima-facie 
abandonment   of  the  homestead."     In  a  suit  in   equity  in  the 

1  Pr.  Act  Nev.  2  71 ;  Hawthorne  v.  Smith,  8  Nev.  189. 
»  Hughes  t».  Watt,  26  Ark.  228,  281. 
•  Stevens  v,  Mj^ers,  11  Iowa,  186. 
«  Harper  v.  Forbes,  16  Cal.  202. 

B  Rev.  Iowa  1860,  {  2961.    The  word  <<  subBtantive,"  in  this  section  of  tiie  Iowa 
Code,  is  probably  a  misprint  for  auhstantial, 
'  Orman  v,  Orman,  26  Iowa,  861. 
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same  state,  by  a  judgment-creditor,  praying  to  have  his  judg- 
ment established  as  a  lien  upon  the  defendant's  homestead 
(other  than  a  mechanic's  lien),  it  is  not  sufficient  merely  to  show 
that  it  was  for  materials  furnished  and  labor  performed  on  the 
homestead  property.  It  is  necessary  to  show  that  the  liability 
arose  before  the  premises  were  occupied  as  a  homestead.^  An 
answer  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  which  states  that  the 
land  i%  occupied  by  the  defendants  as  their  homestead,  and  that 
they  did  not,  in  the  deed  of  mortgage,  release  their  right  of  home- 
stead, but  does  not  allege  that  it  was  occupied  as  their  home- 
stead at  the  time  of  executing  the  mortgage,  is  bad.^  An  answer 
to  such  a  bill  which,  while  alleging  with  sufficient  distinctness  the 
other  facts  necessary  to  show  the  homestead  right,  contained  no 
averment  that  the  land  was  owned  by  the  defendant,  or  that 
the  mortgaged  debt  was  not  incurred  for  its  purchase  or  improve- 
ment, failed  to  establish  a  right  to  the  homestead  exemption.' 


ARTICLE  in. — Proceedings  by  Creditors  and  Purchasers. 

f  709.  ProceedinfiT  by  Creditor  to  subject  Excess  over  Home- 
stead Exemption.  —  Under  an  early  statute  of  Texas  exempting 
improvements  put  upon  the  homestead  in  a  town  to  the  extent 
of  $500,  but  creating  a  restriction  as  to  the  value  of  the  land, 
it  was  suggested  by  Hemphill,  C.  J.,  that,  in  cases  where  the 
improvements  should  exceed  that  value,  in  a  proceeding  by  a 
creditor  to  subject  the  excess,  the  best  practice  in  most  cases 
would  be  to  give  the  debtor  an  election  to  pay  the  excess  of  the 
value  of  the  improvements  over  $500,  and  thus  retain  the 
homestead ;  if  within  a  fixed  time  this  were  not  paid,  to  cause 
the  lot  and  improvements  to  be  appraised  and  separately  sold ; 
from  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  pay  to  the  owner  the  ap-  * 
praised  value  of  the  lot,  and  the  additional  sum  of  $500  for  the 
exempted  value  of  the  improvements  ;  and  to  subject  the  remain- 
ing portion  of  the  fund  to  the  liabilities  of  the  debtor.*     In  a 

I  Delavan  o.  Pratt,  19  Iowa,  4129. 

»  Symonds  v.  Lappin,  82  III.  213 ;  antt,  \\  246,  817. 

•  Kitchen  r.*Burgwin,  21  HI.  45. 

*  Wood  c.  Wheeler,  7  Tex»is,  13,  28. 
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subsequent  case,  under  a  statute  exempting  a  town  homestead  to 
the  value  of  $2,000,  irrespective  of  the  value  of  the  improve- 
ments,^ where  certain  judgment-creditors  brought  suit  to  sub- 
ject the  debtor's  homestead,  a  decree  was  entered  finding  that 
the  homestead  lots  were  worth  $400,  and  the  improvements 
thereon,  $3,000  ;  declaring  that  the  excess  over  $2,000  was  sub- 
ject to  the  plaintiffs'  judgments  ;  directing  that  the  defendants  be 
allowed  twenty  days  in  which  to  pay  the  excess  of  $400,  in  which 
case  the  premises  should  be  free  from  the  demands  of  the  plaint- 
iffs ;  providing  that,  in  default  of  such  payment  the  premises  be 
sold,  that  $2,000  of  the  proceeds  be  paid  to  the  husband,  and 
the  excess  appropriated  pro  rata  to  the  plaintiffs'  judgments. 
This  decree  was  held  correct,  in  accordance  with  the  rule  of  the 
preceding  case.'  In  a  later  case  of  the  same  nature  it  was  held 
error,  on  the  authority  of  this  last  case,  to  decree  au  appraise- 
ment, and  that  the  debtor  and  wife  be  paid  the  appraised  value 
of  the  homestead  lot  and  $500,  the  value  of  the  improvements. 
The  decree  should  have  subjected  the  lot  with  the  improvements 
thereon  to  sale,  for  the  payment  of  the  judgment  in  whole  or  in 
part,  subject  to  an  allowance  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
$2,000  to  the  debtor  and  his  wife,  and  $600  more  to  the  wife  for 
money  shown  to  have  been  paid  by  her  towards  the  construction 
of  the  homestead.'  It  is  held  in  Michigan  that  where  a  convey- 
ance of  land  which  embraces  an  undefined  homestead  interest, 
and  something  besides,  is  assailed  in  equity  as  fraudulent  as  against 
creditors,  the  decree  setting  it  aside  as  to  so  much  as  is  not 
exempt  as  a  homestead  should  provide  for  an  admeasurement 
and  setting  off  of  the  homestead  according  to  the  situation  and 
value  at  the  date  of  such  conveyance.* 

§  710.  EnforcinfiT  Oemand  for  Purchase-money.  — The  mode 
of  proceeding  to  enforce  a  demand  for  unpaid  purchase-money 
against  land  appropriated  as  a  homestead  has  been  discussed  in  a 
former  chapter.*    The  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  referring,  it 

1  Ante,  i  125. 

s  North  V.  Sheam,  15  Texas,  174. 

*  Paschal  v,  Gushman,  26  Texas,  75. 
«  Smith  V.  Ramsey,  33  Mich.  184. 

*  AntCf  2  849  et  »eq, 
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would  seem,  to  an  ordinary  action  at  law,  where  the  plaintiff's  de- 
mand was  for  purchase-money  of  premises  appropriated  as  the 
defendant's  homestead,  expresses  the  following  views  :  *'  We  are 
of  opinign  that  it  would  be  well  calculated  to  promote  justice,  save 
expense,  and  prevent  delay,  to  permit  the  plaintiff  on  the  trial,  in 
the  court  rendering  the  judgment,  to  make  the  proof  and  have 
the  fact  found  that  the  debt,  or  any  portion  of  it,  was  created  for 
the  purchase  or  improvement  of  the  homestead.  If  it  should  be 
so  found,  and  the  amount  ascertained,  then  the  judgment  should 
be  so  entered  as  to  specify  the  sum  for  which  the  homestead  was 
liable  to  be  sold  on  execution,  and  the  clerk  should  so  certify  on 
the  execution.  Whilst  we  do  not  wish  to  be  understood  as  say- 
ing that  this  should  be  the  only  mode,  still,  it  would  greatly  tend 
to  prevent  delay  and  the  accumulation  of  costs.  If  the  plaintiff 
fails  on  the  trial  to  establish  the  fact  that  he  is  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  second  section  of  the  act,  and  it  is  so  found  by  the 
jury,  it  would  be  conclusive  upon  the  parties.  If  he  failed  to 
make  the  issue,  then,  upon  the  question  afterwards  arising,  on 
motion  or  otherwise,  he  must  be  held  to  establish  and  show  what 
portion  of  his  judgment  is  for  purchase-money  or  improvements 
before  he  can  sell  the  homestead,  if  of  less  value  than  one  thou- 
sand dollars."  ^ 

§  711.  Continued — Liaches — ^Evidence. — If  a  creditor  whose 
debt  accrued  before  the  passage  of  the  Homestead  Act  present  his 
claim  to  the  commissioners  on  an  insolvent  estate,  take  his  divi- 
dend, and  without  objection  allows  the  widow's  homestead  to  be 
assigned  by  the  Probate  Court,  and  the  administrator,  for  the 
payment  of  the  debts,  sells  the  land  assigned,  subject  to  the 
widow's  homestead,  such  creditor  cannot  afterwards  require  the 
administrator  to  sell  any  interest  of  the  estate  in  the  land  assigned 
for  homestead  to  pay  the  remainder  of  his  debt.  In  such  case, 
if  a  creditor  would  enforce  his  claim  asrainst  the  widow's  riffht  of 
homestead,  he  should  object  to  the  assignment  until  his  debt  is 
paid.*  In  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Probate  Court  allow- 
ing a  claim  against  the  decedent's  estate,  the  creditor  is  not  pre- 

1  Stevenson  v.  Marony,  29  111.  585. 

>  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Simonds,  46  N.  H.  863. 
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eluded  from  showing  the  time  when  the  debts  were  contracted, 
with  a  view  of  making  them  a  charge  upon  the  estate  superior  to 
the  right  of  homestead.  It  is  not  necessary  that  this  date  should 
appear  on  the  face  of  the  report  of  the  commissioners ;  but  it 
may  be  shown  by  evidence  aliunde} 

§  712.  Remedy  of  Purchaser  at  Execution  Sale — Bill  in 
Eqnily.  —  One  who  purchases  land  at  sheriff's  sale  has  the  same 
right  to  contest  the  granting  of  a  homestead  to  the  debtor,  out 
of  the  land  he  has  thus  purchased,  that  the  judgment-creditor 
would  have  had.  He  may  make  the  same  objections  before  the 
ordinaiy,  and  an  appeal  from  his  decision,  that  the  creditor  could 
have  made.  This  being  so,  he  cannot,  it  seems,  maintain  a  bill 
in  equity  restraining  the  judgment-debtor  from  prosecuting,  in 
the  ordinary  mode,  his  claim  for  homestead  in  the  land  pur- 
chased.^ If  the  larid  of  a  judgment-debtor  is  sold  under  a  judg- 
ment which  is  not  superior  to  his  right  of  homestead,  and  after 
such  sale  he  conveys  the  land  to  a  third  person,  his  wife  joining, 
so  as  to  release  homestead,  his  grantee  acquires  only  the  home- 
stead interest  in  the  premises.  All  he  has  a  right  to  claim  is 
$1,000,  the  value  (in  Illinois)  of  that  interest.  And,  on  a  bill 
in  equity  to  remove  from  his  title  the  cloud  created  by  the  levy 
and  sale,  the  sale  will  not  be  set  aside  absolutely,  but  the  pur- 
chaser should  be  allowed  the  privilege  of  paying  him  $1,000  and 
retaining  his  title.*  The  plaintiff  in  an  execution  procured  a  sale 
of  real  estate  of  the  defendant  to  be  made  thereunder,  and  him- 
self became  the  purchaser.  He  afterwards  filed  his  bill  in  chan- 
cery to  set  aside  the  sale,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  the  defend- 
ant had  a  homestead  right  in  the  premises,  and  that  they  were, 
therefore,  not  subject  to  sale.  In  answering  the  bill  the  defend- 
ant disclaimed  having  any  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises, 
and,  it  not  appearing  that  any  homestead  right  did  exist,  or  even 
that  the  defendant  was  a  married  man,  the  bill  was  properly  dis- 
missed. And  while  the  court  might  properly  have  directed  the 
defendant,  in  such  case,  to  bring  into  court  a  deed  of  release  of 

1  Pemn  «.  Sargeant,  83  Vt  84. 
»  Zom  V,  Walker,  48  Ga.  418. 
*  Loomis  o.  Gkrson,  62  III.  11. 
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homestead  in  support  of  his  answer,  it  had  no  right  to  require 
the  complainant  to  accept  such  deed  in  discharge  of  any  real  or 
supposed  liability  on  the  part  of  the  defendant ;  this  should  be 
left  optional  with  them.^ 

§  713.  Marshallnir  Assets*  —  Difficulties  sometimes  arise  in 
the  marshaling  of  assets  among  different  classes  of  creditors, 
where  the  demand's  of  some  take  precedence  of  the  privilege 
granted  by  the  statute.  This  difficulty  is  complicated  where 
debts  have  accrued  under  different  exemption  laws,  each  reserv- 
ing from  execution  property  of  a  greater  or  less  value  than  the 
others ;  and  the  complication  becomes  still  greater  where  the 
debtor  has  waived  the  right  of  homestead  as  to  some  of  his  cred- 
itors, or  secured  some  of  his  debts  by  express  liens  upon  his 
homestead.  If,  in  addition  to  this,  the  general  creditors  hold 
judgments  the  liens  of  which  have  attached  to  the  debtor's 
property  at  successive  times,  a  case  is  presented  sufficient  to  tax 
the  subtlest  powers  of  analysis.  This  difficulty  may  be  illustrated 
by  a  case  in  Kentucky,  which  presented  the  following  facts  :  A 
house  and  lot,  under  a  deed  of  trust  for  the  equal  pro-rata  benefit 
of  all  the  creditors,  sold  for  $2,627.77.  A  homestead  right  was 
reserved  in  the  deed,  and  claimed  by  the  grantor.  Debts  prior 
to  June  1,  1866,  when  the  Homestead  Act  took  etfect,  amounted 
to  $1,616.81.  Subsequent  debts  amounted  to  $2,052.43.  The 
court  below  adjudged  a  pro-rata  distribution  of  the  entire  fund, 
except  $1,000,  among  all  the  creditors,  and  then  applied  so  much 
of  the  $1,000  as  was  necessary  to  fully  satisfy  the  prior  debts, 
thus  leaving  $101.40  undisposed  of  to  the  homestead  claimant. 
The  Court  of  Appeals  was  equally  divided  on  this  question. 
Williams,  C.  J.,  and  Hardin,  J.,  concurred  in  the  foregoing  plan 
of  distribution,  but  thought  that,  had  the  subsequent  creditors 
sought  to  disturb  the  judgment,  they  would  have  had  the  right 
to  demand  that  the  prior  creditors  should  resort  to  the  homestead 
exemption,  and  not  participate  in  the  general  fund  until  equality 
was  produced  by  a  prior  lien  thereon  to  them  (the  subsequent 
creditors).  But  Robertson  and  Peters,  JJ.,  differed  radically 
from  this  view,  holding  that  the  prior  creditors  had  no  right  to 

1  Meade  v,  Finley,  47  Bl.  406. 
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come  upon  tbe  homestead  exemption  unless  their  debts  covld  not 
be  othei^se  made;  that,  as  the  fund. was  sufficient  to  pay  the 
prior  debts  after  setting  apart  the  amount  exempted  for  a  home- 
stead, this  should  have  been  done,  even  though  such  a  plan  of 
distribution  should  result  in  the  subsequent  creditors  getting 
nothing,  or,  as  in  this  case,  only  2  per  cent,  of  their  claims. 
There  being  an  equal  division  in  the  views  of  the  court,  the  judg- 
ment of  the  lower  court  was  thereby  affirmed.^  In  an  early  case 
in  Texas  the  court  was  called  upon  to  marshal  the  assets  of  an 
insolvent  estate  between  three  classes  of  creditors :  iSrst,  those 
whose  debts  accrued  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  earliest  exemp- 
tion law,  that  of  Januaiy  26,  1839  ;  second,  those  whose  debts 
accrued  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  this  law,  but  prior  to  the 
passage  of  a  subsequent  constitutional  ordinance  which  greatly 
increased  the  value  of  the  exemption,  that  of  February  16,  1846  ; 
third,  those  whose  debts  accrued  subsequently  to  the  passage  of 
this  ordinance.  The  court  held  (1)  that,  as  against  those  credit- 
ors whose  debts  were  contracted  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  first 
exemption  law,  no  exemption  could  be  claimed ;  if,  therefore, 
any  such  creditors  had  been  before  the  court,  their  demands 
would  have  been  payable  in  full,  if  the  assets  had  been  sufficient. 
(2)  When  the  amount  of  property  which  would  satisfy  the  ex- 
emption of  this  statute  was  separated  from  the  mass  of  the 
debtor's  effects,  the  excess  was  subject  to  debts  contracted  before 
the  passage  of  the  constitutional  ordinance.  (3)  If  any  assets 
remained,  they  were  distributable  among  creditors  whose  debts 
accrued  subsequently  to  the  passage  of  the  constitutional  ordi- 
nance.' 


ARTICLE  IV.  —  CoNCLusrvENESs  of  Judgments  in  Actions  AFFsoriNa 

THE  Homestead. 

§  715.  The  general  Ooctrine.  —  **  It  is  an  elementary  princi- 
ple, which  does,  not  require  the  support  of  argument  or  authority, 
that  the  judgments  of  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  are  re- 
visable  only  in  an  appellate  court,  and  cannot  be  impeached  col- 

^  Webster  v,  Bronston,  6  Bush,  622. 
«  Wood  V.  Wheeler,  7  Texas,  18. 
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laterally.  Every  matter  adjudicated  becomes  a  part  of  the 
record,  which  imports  absolute  verity.  So  long  as  the  judg- 
ment remains  in  force,  it  is  in  itself  evidence  of  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  the  thing  adjudged,  and  gives  him  a  right  to  process 
to  execute  the  judgment.^  It  is  not  necessary  to  the  conclusive- 
ness of  the  former  judgment  that  issue  should  have  been  taken 
upon  the  precise  point  which  it  is  proposed  to  controvert  in  the 
collateral  action.  It  is  sufficient  if  that  point  was  essential  to 
the  former  judgment."  *  There  is  nothing  in  the  nature  of  the 
homestead  right  to  exempt  it  from  the  operation  of  this  general 
principle.'  In  Nebraska  it  is  said  to  be  an  undoubted  rule,  ap- 
plicable alike  to  proceedings  in  equity  and  actions  at  law,  that, 
after  a  judgment  or  decree  in  rem  against  him,  it  is  too  late  for 
a  party  to  the  record  to  assert  any  claim  to  the  property,  either 
as  a  homestead  or  otherwise,  which  might  have  been  made  and 
determined  in  that  suit.  '*  Were  it  otherwise,'*  says  the  court, 
**  it  would  be  difficult  to  put  an  end  to  litigation.  And  this  rule 
is  applied  to  a  claim  of  homestead  made  after  a  decree  foreclos- 
ing a  mortgage."*  But,  as  will  be  seen,  the  rule  is  not  always  so 
applied.^ 

§  716.  Applications  of  this  Doctrine  —  Foreclosure  of  Mort- 
gages in  Texas.  —  A  and  B,  husband  and  wife,  conveyed  a  lot 
of  land  to  C,  by  deed  absolute.  They  afterwards  brought  suit 
against  C,  alleging  that  the  deed  was  intended  as  a  mortgage, 
and  praying  for  leave  to  redeem.  C  answered,  admitting  the 
facts  alleged.  A  judgment  of  foreclosure  in  the  usual  form  was 
entered,  and  the  land  sold  thereunder.  The  purchaser  brought, 
to  recover  possession,  an  action  of  trespass  to  try  titled  The 
defendants,  A  and  B,  pleaded  that  the  land  was,  at  the  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  deed  which  had  been  declared  a  mortgage, 
the  separate  propei*ty  and  homestead  of  B.  This  defense  was 
held  bad  on  demurrer,  the  court  saying :    **  The  judgment  which 

*  See  Yoorhees  o..  The  Bank  of  the  United  States,  10  Pet  449 ;  Yates  v,  Houston, 
8  Texas,  447. 

*  Lee  V,  Kingsbury,  18  Texas,  70,  opinion  by  Wheeler,  J. 

*  Ibid, ;  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  791 ;  Larson  v.  Reynolds,  18  Iowa,  582. 

*  Rector  v,  Rotton,  8  Neb.  178. 

>  Sears  v.  Hanks,  14  Ohio  St.  298. 

*  Corresponding  to  the  common-law  action  of  ejectment 
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the  answer  proposed  to  impeach  conclusively  settled  that  the 
lot  upon  which  it  adjudicated  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage 
was  not  within  the  homestead  exemption  at  the  time  of  its  ren- 
dition. That  question,  therefore,  it  was  not  competent  for  the 
defendant  to  bring  again  into  litigation  in  this  action,  unless  it 
had  been  proposed  to  impeach  that  judgment  on  the  ground  of 
fraud,  which  is  not  averred  or  pretended  in  respect  to  the  judg- 
ment." ^  In  a  later  case  in  the  same  state  an  action  was  brought 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  but  neither  the  wife  nor  the  children  of 
the  inortgageor  were  made  parties,  but  the  husband  pleaded  his 
homestead  right.  A  decree  of  foreclosure  was  rendered,  the 
premises  sold  thereunder,  and  the  purchaser  brought  an  action 
against  the  mortgageor  alone  for  possession.  As  a  defense  he 
set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises.  It  was  held  that 
this  could  not  be  done.  The  judgment  of  foreclosure  con- 
cluded his  rights  and  those  of  hiB  children,  who  could  only  claim 
through  him.  But  the  court  said:  *'If  the  wife  were  here  to 
assert  her  rights,  she  could  not  be  concluded,  because  not  a  party 
to  the  proceeding,  and  because  she  cannot  be  divested  of  her 
right  except  by  her  own  voluntary  act."'  This  decision,  then, 
is  tantamount  to  holding  that  a  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  the 
homestead,  the  wife  not  being  a  party,  will  conclude  her  home- 
stead rights  unless  she  comes  actively  forward  and  asserts  them. 

§  717.  A  contrary  Rule  in  Illinois.  — The  Supreme  Court  of 
Illinois  holds  that  the  failure  of  the  defendant,  in  a  suit  in  equity 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  to  set  up  his  right  of  homestead  by 
way  of  answer  or  cross-bill,  does  not  preclude  him  from  assert- 
ing it  afterwards.'  If  the  bill  does  not  deny  that  the  mortgaged 
premises  were  the  homestead  of  the  mortgageors,  then  a  decree 
p7'0  confesso  does  not  amount  to  an  admission  that  it  was  not ;  * 
since,  by  failing  to  answer,  the  defendant  admits  only  what  is 
alleged  in  the  bill.* 

1  Lee  V,  Kingsbury,  18  Texas,  71. 

«  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  782,  792. 

*  Moore  v,  Titman,  83  HI.  858,  868;  Wing  v.  Cropper,  86  HI.  256,  264;  HosUns 
V,  Litchfield,  81  HI.  187 ;  Mooere  v.  Dixon,  85  HI.  208. 

«  Moore  v.  Titman,  88  HI.  868;  Wing  v.  Cropper,  85  HL  256;  Mooera  v,  Dixon, 
tupra, 

>  Gault  V,  Hoagland,  25  HI.  268« 
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§  718.  Beagon  of  this  Rule. — In  the  foregoing  cases  the 
wife  was  joined  with  the  husband  as  a  party  defendant.  The 
reason  which  underlies  the  rule  thus  declared,  therefore,  is  that  a 
wife,  being  under  a  disability,  ought  not  to  be  concluded  as  to  so 
valuable  a  right  by  a  decree  in  a  suit  in  which  it  was  not  in  fact 
litigated,  from  the  simple  fact  that  she  might  have  put  it  in  issue. 
In  other  words,  although  made  a  pai*ty  defendant  in  a  bill  to 
foreclose  a  moi-tgage  of  her  homestead,  it  is  supposed  that  the 
conduct  of  the  defense  rests  with  her  husband  ;  that  a  failure  to 
assert  the  right  of  homestead  by  answer  or  cross-bill  is  his  default, 
and  not  hers  ;  and  that  it  is  against  the  policy  of  the  statute  that 
the  wife  should  lose  so  valuable  a  right  through  the  default  of  her 
husband.  The  Illinois  court  thus  expresses  these  reasons  in  a  lead- 
ing case:  <<'This  mortgage,  as  to  the  homestead  right,  is  like  a 
mortgage  in  which  the  wife  has  not  released  her  right  of  dower, 
when  sought  to  be  enforced  in  defiance  of  that  right.  Suppose, 
in  such  a  case,  the  wife  were  made  a  party  to  a  bill  to  foreclose  a 
moxtgage,  without  any  averment  that  any  right  of  dower  existed, 
or  that  the  wife  had  released  her  dower,  and  a  decree  passed 
against  the  husband  and  wife  foreclosing  the  moi*tgage  and 
ordering  a  sale  of  the  premises  ;  no  one  would  contend  that  the 
right  of  dower  would  be  affected  by  such  decree,  or  that  a  sale 
under  it  would  convey  the  premises  freed  from  the  right  of  dower, 
and  for  the  simple  reason  that  the  law  has  provided  a  different 
and  an  only  mode  for  the  release  of  dower.  So,  here  the  statute 
has  provided  another  different  and  only  mode  for  the  release  of 
the  homestead  right  while  the  premises  are  occupied  as  a  home- 
stead. The  husband  cannot,  by  failing  to  make  a  defense  for 
himself  and  wife,  give  the  mortgage,  in  which  the  wife  has  not 
released  the  homestead,  the  same  practical  effect  that  it  would 
have  had  she  thus  released ;  this  would  be  to  defeat  the  statute 
and  its  manifest  object  by  a  mere  legal  form.  By  this  law  the 
homestead  is  placed  beyond  the  control  of  the  husband,  and  he 
cannot  be  allowed  to  destroy  this  right  indirectly  any  more  than 
directly — by  act  of  omission  more  than  commission  —  save  only 
by  one  mode,  which  is  by  removing  his  family  from  it,  and  with 
the  design  that  it  shall  thereby  cease  to  be  a  homestead,  and  per- 
haps providing  them  with  another  home.     If  this  be  the  true 
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construction  of  the  law,  even  this  decree  did  not  impair  the 
homestead  right,  although,  as  it  was  an  apparent  cloud  upon  it, 
it  was  proper  for  the  court  to  set  it,  and  the  proceeding  under  it, 
aside."  ^  In  a  later  case  the  same  court  uses  this  language: 
*  *  To  give  eflfect  to  the  Homestead  Act  according  to  the  design  of 
the  framers,  the  right  can  only  be  lost  by  release  or  abandon- 
ment in  the  mode  pointed  out  in  the  statute.  A  mere  failure  to 
claim  the  right  by  answer  or  cross-bill  will  not  have  the  effect 
to  bar  the  right,  or  be  considered  as  a  relinquishment  of  the 
benefits  of  the  statute.  To  give  a  decree  by  default  such  an 
effect  would  be  to  enable  the  husband  to  frustrate  the  design  of 
the  statute.  It  would  enable  him  by  indirection  to  release  the 
homestead,  independent  of  the  action  of  the  wife,  when  he  could 
not  do  so  in  any  direct  mode.  The  act  has  expressly  required 
the  wife  to  join  in  the  deed  to  have  such  an  effect."*  In  a  still 
later  case  the  same  reasons  are  more  clearly  stated,  thus  :  •'  This 
exception  grows  out  of  the  statute  conferring  the  right,  which 
declares  that  the  husband  alone  cannot  release  the  right,  but  that 
he  must  be  joined  by  the  wife.  If  a  husband  and  wife  were  to 
make  a  moitgage  and  the  wife  were  to  relinquish  her  dower,  but 
refuse  to  release  her  riorht  of  homestead,  aud,  when  suit  should 
be  brought  for  a  foreclosure,  if  that  right  should  be  cut  off  by 
the  wife's  failing  to  set  it  up,  the  husband,  by  refusing  to  insist 
upon  it  or  to  enable  the  wife  to  do  so,  could  in  this  mode  re- 
lease the  homestead  without  the  assent  of  the  wife,  and  thus 
defeat  the  statute."  • 

§  719.    How  the  Blfirht  may  be  asserted  in  sacb  Gases.  —  In 

such  cases,  under  the  Illinois  practice,  the  right  of  homestead 
may  be  asserted  when  the  master  proceeds  to  execute  the  decree ; 
and,  if  the  master  disregards  the  right,  the  defendants  may  set  it 
up  by  a  motion,  on  the  incoming  of  the  master's  report,  to  set 
aside  the  sale.*  They  may  wait  longer :  After  a  decree  ^ro  con- 
fesso;  a  sale  thereunder  without  reference  to  the  homestead 

1  Hoskins  v.  Litchfield,  81  HI.  148. 
s  Moore  v,  Titman,  88  III.  86S. 
•  Wright  V,  Dunning,  40  HI.  274. 

«  Wing  V.  Cropper,  86  lU.  264;  Moore  v.  Titman,  83  HI.  869;  Hoskins  o.  Litch- 
field, 81  III.  137. 
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right ;  a  confirmation  of  such  sale ;  a  lapse  of  fifteen  months,  and 
a  conveyance  executed  by  the  master  to  the  purchaser ;  a  con- 
firmation of  such  deed,  and  the  award  of  a  writ  of  possession  to 
the  purchaser  —  they  still  may  come  into  court  by  original  bill 
and  assert  their  right  of  homestead  ;  in  which  case,  if  it  appear 
that  the  premises  exceed  in  value  $1,000,  the  statutory  limit  of 
homestead,  the  decree  of  foreclosure  will  not  be  disturbed,  but 
the  sale  and  all  subsequent  proceedings  will  be  set  aside,  and  the 
master  will  be  directed  to  sell  the  premises  in  the  mode  pointed 
out  in  the  Homestead  Act.^ 

• 

§  720.  Rule  not  applicable  after  Oiscoyertiire.  —  This  is, 
then,  strictly  an  exception  to  a  general  rule,  designed  to  save  the 
rights  of  persons  under  disability.  **This,"  says  the  Illinois 
court,  '<is  the  extent  to  which  the  exception  has  been  carried; 
and,  when  a  person  not  under  disability  is  sued,  and  the  home- 
stead is  involved,  it  will  be  affected  by  any  neglect  to  assert  it, 
precisely  as  any  other  right.*'*  The  exception  is,  therefore,  in- 
applicable to  a  woman  after  discoverture.  ''This  court,'*  the 
same  opinion  continues,  *'  has  not  held,  nor  has  it  intended  to  hold, 
that  an  unmarried  head  of  the  family,  capable  of  releasing  the 
homestead  and  occupying  it,  failing  to  assert  the  right  where  a 
court  is  called  upon  to  pass  upon  the  right,  would  not  be  con- 
cluded."' 

§  721.    But  may  be  invoked  on  Behalf  of  minor  Children.  — 

A  dictum  in  a  case  in  Illinois,  earlier  than  those  above-quoted, 
may  be  appealed  to  in  support  of  the  doctrine  that  this  exception 
may  be  asserted  on  behalf  of  minor  children.  Thus,  the  holder 
of  two  mortgages  covering  the  homestead  of  the  moi*tgageor 
brought  a  bill  to  foreclose.  The  right  of  homestead  had  not  been 
released  by  the  wife  of  the  mortgageor,  nor  was  she  made  a  party 
to  the  suit.  Her  husband  filed  an  answer  to  the  bill,  which  did 
not  set  up  the  right  of  homestead.  A  decree  of  foreclosure  was 
entered,   and  the  premises  were  sold  thereunder.      Afterwards 

1  Mooers  p.  Dixon,  86  HI.  208,  221. 

«  Wright  V,  Dunning,  46  Ul.  276,  opinion  by  Walker,  J. 

»  IHd. 
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the  mortgageor  died,  and  still  later  his  widow  executed  a  quit- 
claim deed  to  the  purchaser.  She,  however,  refused  to  surrender 
possession ;  and,  on  an  application  for  a  writ  of  possession, 
Breese,  J.,  said :  *<  That  release  is  a  general  one,  and,  however 
it  may  affect  her,  cannot  affect  the  interest  of  her  children  as 
secured  by  the  Homestead  Act."  It  appearing,  however,  that  . 
one  of  the  mortgages  was  for  purchase-money,  the  writ  was 
issued.^  But  in  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  in  Texas,  in  which 
neither  the  wife  nor  the  infant  children  were  parties,  but  in  which 
the  right  of  homestead  was  distinctly  raised  and  litigated  by  the 
husband,  the  judgment  was  held  conclusive  as  to  the  children. 
"The  children,"  said  the  court,  ** cannot  control  the  parents  in 
the  disposition  of  the  homestead,  or  assert  a  right  therein 
adversely  to  the  act  of  their  parents.  The  parent  has  the  right  to 
dispose  of  the  homestead  without  consulting  them  ;  and  whatever 
will  bind  the  head  of  the  family  will  be  binding  upon  them. 
Their  domicile  follows  that  of  the  parent,  and  he  has  the  power 
to  choose  and  remove  it  for  them  at  pleasure."  ^ 

§  722.  Illustration — Proceedingr  for  Partition.  —  Thus,  in  a 
proceeding  by  heirs  for  partition,  the  widow  was  made  a  party. 
The  petition  alleged  that  she  was  entitled  to  dower,  and  the  court 
adjudged  it  to  her.  Commissioners  were  appointed  to  assign 
dower ;  they  reported  that  it  could  not  be  done,  and  the  court 
therefore  decreed  her  a  yearly  allowance  in  lieu  of  dower,  and 
made  it  a  lien  upon  the  lands.  The  lands  were  sold  under  the 
partition  proceedings,  subject  to  the  payment  of  the  annuity. 
The  widow  made  no  claim  of  homestead.  It  was  held  that  she 
could  not  afterwards  set  up  the  homestead  right  against  the  pur- 
chaser under  the  partition  sale.' 

§  723.  In  Case  of  Ejectment  by  Parchaser  at  Mort^ragee's 
Sale.  —  The  doctrine  of  the  Illinois  court*  has  been  applied 
under  the  following  state  of  facts :  A  husband  and  wife  executed 

»  MiUer  r.  Marcle,  27  Dl.  402. 

»  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  782,  792,  opinion  by  Wheeler,  J. 

»  Wright  r.  Dunning,  46  Dl.  271. 

*  Supra,  i  717. 
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a  mortgage  upon  premises  occupied  by  them  at  the  time  as  a 
homestead,  but  there  was  no  release  of  the  homestead  right. 
Afterwards  the  husband  abandoned  his  wife,  leaving  her  in  pos- 
session of  the  homestead,  but  providing  her  no  means  of  sup- 
port. A  sale  of  the  premises  was  had  under  a  power  in  the 
mortgage,  and  the  purchaser  thereat  subsequently  brought  eject- 
ment against  the  husband  and  recovered  a  judgment,  and  there- 
upon ousted  the  wife  from  her  possession  by  force.  The  court  held 
that  the  judgment  in  ejectment,  so  far  as  the  right  of  homestead 
was  concerned,  was  a  nullity  ;  and  that  although  a  writ  of  posses- 
sion issued  upon  such  judgment  would  be  sufficient  legally  to  effect 
the  purpose  of  expelling  the  wife  from  the  premises,  yet  it  would 
not  impair  or  destroy  the  homestead  right.  Nor  would  the  right 
of  the  wife,  in  such  case,  to  assert  her  claim  to  the  homestead  be 
at  all  impaired  by  her  omission  to  plead  it  in  the  ejectment  suit, 
as  she  was  not  a  pai*ty  thereto.  In  such  case  the  judgment  in 
ejectment  against  the  husband  would  be  a  bar  to  any  remedy  at 
law,  in  behalf  of  the  wife,  to  recover  the  possession  under  her 
claim  of  homestead ;  she  has  her  remedy  in  chancery,  against 
the  party  who  ousted  her  under  the  judgment,  to  restore  her  to 
the  proper  enjoyment  of  that  right.* 

§  724.  Principle  of  Aocoimtinir  in  sncb  Case.  —  Upon  bill  in 
chancery  filed  by  the  wife  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  ejectment 
suit,  who  thus  expelled  her  from  the  possession  of  the  homestead, 
for  the  purpose  of  asserting  her  homestead  right,  the  proper 
mode  of  adjusting  the  rights  of  the  parties  was  determined  to  be 
to  take  an  account  of  the  rents  and  profits  received  by  the  de- 
fendant, deducting  therefrom  the  taxes  paid  by  him  and  all  neces- 
sary repairs  put  upon  Jbhe  premises  ;  and,  inasmuch  as  the  prem- 
ises were  worth  over  $1,000,  to  make  an  order,  in  analogy  to 
the  statute,  to  set  off  the  homestead  in  kind,  and,  if  that  could 
not  be  done,  that  the  premises  be  sold,  unless  the  defendant 
would  pay  to  the  complainant  $1,000,  the  value  of  the  home- 
stead, and  the  balance  due  for  rents  and  profits,  and  that  the 
same  should  be  a  lien  on  the  premises.' 

1  Mix  V.  King,  65  III  484. 
»  Ilnd. 
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§  725.  Continued  —  Bight  of  ejected  Wife  to  Rents  and 
Profits.  —  In  subsequently  stating  the  account  thus  directed,  the 
court  below  acted  upon  the  theory  that  the  wife  was  entitled  to 
the  sole  use  of  the  homestead  premises,  then  valued  at  $5,000, 
with  all  the  issues  and  profits  therefrom,  until  her  homestead  had 
been  assigned  to  her,  or  she  should  be  paid  $1,000  in  lieu  thereof. 
This  ruling  was  incorrect.  The  wife  was  entitled  to  all  the  rents 
and  profits  accruing  from  a  homestead  thus  situated  worth  but 
$1,000,  less  the  taxes  and  improvements  thereon;  but,  as  the 
premises  in  question  were  worth  more  than  $1,000,  she  should 
have  rents  and  profits  only  in  the  proportion  that  sum  bore  to 
the  whole  value  ;  and,  in  stating  the  account,  all  taxes  and  neces- 
sary repairs  should  be  deducted  from  the  gross  amount  of  the 
rents  and  profits  before  an  apportionment  of  the  same.  But,  if 
the  foregoing  adjustment  should  be  found  impracticable,  the  court 
should  decree  the  payment  of  $1,000  to  the  wife,  with  6  per  cent, 
interest  per  annum  from  the  day  she  was  wrongfully  dispos- 
sessed.^ 

§  726.  In  Case  of  a  Creditor's  Bill.  —  Where  a  judgment- 
creditor  brings  a  bill  in  equity  to  set  aside  a  conveyance  of  cer- 
tain realty  of  the  debtor,  as  having  been  made  in  fraud  of  his 
rights,  if  the  debtor,  would  set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in  the 
premises,  he  must  do  it  in  that  suit.  If  a  decree  has  been 
entered  divesting  him  of  all  right  and  interest  in  the  premises 
and  directing  them  to  be  sold,  and  they  have  been  so  sold,  and 
the  purchaser  brings  ejectment,  the  debtor  cannot,  in  this  action, 
set  up  a  right  of  homestead  in  the  premises.  The  decree  in 
equity  cannot  be  thus  collaterally  questioned.*  So,  if  the  bill 
is  taken  for  confessed,  a  final  decree  entered,  and  the  premises 

1  Mix  r.  King,  66  111.  146. 

«  Miller  o.  Sherry,  2  Wall.  287.  This  case  went  up  from  the  Circuit  Court  of  the 
United  States  for  the  Northern  District  of  Illinois.  As  elsewhere  shown  {aupra^  }  717 
et  8eq,)f  the  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois  has  taken  a  different  view  of  this  question. 
But  as  this  was  not  a  question  of  property  right  which  must  yield  to  the  local  law, 
but  rather  a  question  of  procedure  in  a  Federal  court,  and  a  question  as  to  the  effect 
which  should  be  given  to  a  judgment  of  that  court,  the  Federal  court  was  not  bound 
to  follow  the  state  decisions  holding  a  contrary  doctrine,  even  if  any  such  had  been 
promulged  at  that  time. 
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sold  thereunder,  and  the  defendant  refuses  possession,  claiming 
to  hold  under  the  homestead  law,  he  cannot  assert  this  right  in 
opposition  to  the  granting  of  a  writ  of  assistance.^ 

§  727.  In  Case  of  a  Suit  by  Attachment.  —  A  judgment  en- 
forcing the  lien  of  an  attachment  is  not  conclusive  of  the  defend- 
ant's right  of  homestead  unless  such  right  was  brought  distinctly 
to  the  notice  of  the  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  in  his  petition. 
The  effect  of  such  a  judgment  is  to  enforce  the  lien  of  the  attach- 
ment on  whatever  interest  the  debtor  had  in  the  property 
attached,  subject,  at  the  time  it  was  attached,  to  execution  and 
forced  sale.  **The  purpose  of  the  attachment,"  says  the  court, 
*'  is  to  hold  the  property  so  that  it  may  be  subjected  to  the  exe- 
cution so  far  Jis  legally  liable  to  execution,  and  no  further.  It 
may  be  that,  if  the  attachment  is  levied  on  exempt  property,  the 
defendant  in  attachment  could,  by  a  plea  in  abatement,  have  the 
levy  set  a.side.  But,  unless  the  issue  is  made  by  the  pleadings, 
the  court  does  not  puss  upon  the  question  of  whether  the  prop- 
erty is  or  is  not  a  homestead,  and  its  judgment  is  neither  di- 
rectly on  the  point  nor  does  it  necessarily  involve  the  decision  of 
the  question.^  The  cases  referred  to  by  counsel  are  either  cases 
where  suit  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  and  after  such 
foreclosure  the  defendant  was  held  precluded  from  setting  up  the 
defense  which  he  should  have  made,  and  which  went  to  the  very 
issue  presented  by  the  plaintiff's  pleadings,  or  they  are  cases 
which  only  assert  the  settled  rule  that  a  valid  judgment  cannot 
be  collaterally  attacked.  No  case  has  been  cited  supporting  the 
proposition  contended  for.  On  principle,  it  would  seem  that,  if 
the  plaintiff  in  attachment  wishes  to  have  the  question  of  home- 
stead settled  in  the  attachment  suit,  he  should  make  such  amend- 
ments to  his  pleadings  as  would  give  the  defendant  notice  that  he 
is  called  upon  to  defend  his  homestead  rights,  and  that  his  failure 
to  assert  such  rights  will  be  an  admission  that  he  has  none." ' 

• 

1  Pratt  V.  Burr,  5  Biss.  86.  This  case,  however,  is  hardly  in  point,  for  the  right  of 
homestead  was,  in  fact,  litigated  upon  the  application  for  the  writ,  and  the  decision 
was  adverse  thereto.    See,  ante,  {  809. 

*  Citing  Tadlock  v,  Eccles,  20  Texas,  790. 

*  Willis  V.  Matthews,  46  Texas,  4S8,  opinion  by  GK)uld,  J. 
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§  728.  How  far  a  Question  of  Parties.  —  A  tendency  is  dis* 
covered  in  some  of  the  cases  to  treat  this  question  as  a  question 
of  pai*ties.  Thus,  if  the  wife  is  not  made  a  party  to  the  fore- 
closure suit,  according  to  some  of  the  cases,  her  right  of  home- 
stead will  not  be  concluded  by  the  decree  ;^  and,  since  the  rights 
of  the  husband  and  wife  in  this  regard  are  inseparable  while  the 
family  relation  continues,  a  decree  which  will  not  conclude  her 
rights  will  not  conclude  his.*  While  this  application  might  rea- 
sonably obtain  in  a  state  where  the  estate  of  homestead  is  one  of 
joint  tenancy  between  the  husband  and  the  wife,'  it  might  well 
be  deuied  under  a  system  where  the  respective  rights  of  husband 
and  wife  iu  the  homestead  are  less  intimate.  Thus,  it  is  held  in 
Iowa  that  after  such  a  decree  the  husband  could  not,  if  sued 
alone,  set  up  his  right  in  the  homestead,  though  he  could  prop- 
erly join  with  the  wife  in  a  suit  to  protect  hers.*  But  the  prac- 
tical effect  of  the  rule  in  Iowa  is  that  neither  the  husband  nor 
the  wife  can  be  dispossessed  of  the  homestead  by  virtue  of  such 
a  decree  while  the  family  relation  contiuues ;  for  it  would  be 
contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  law  to  expel  the  husband  from  the 
homestead,  leaving  it  in  possession  of  the  wife.*  The  extreme 
view  taken  by  the  California  court  is  illustrated  by  a  case  which 
holds  that,  after  a  decree  foreclosing  the  husband's  sole  mortgage 
of  the  homestead,  he  and  his  wife  may  mortgage  it  to  another 
person,  who  will  acquire  rights  thereunder  absolute  as  against 
the  first  mortgage.*  In  Michigan,  although  the  wife  may  become, 
on  her  motion,  a  party  to  a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgiige  on  her 
homestead,  yet,  if  she  fails  to  do  this,  the  moiigage  will  not  con- 
clude her  from  asserting  it  by  a  separate  suit  in  equity.' 

§  729.   Enforcement  of  Jadg:meiit  Liens — Proof  aliunde. — 

1  Eevalk  v,  Krseraer,  8  Cal.  66 ;  Kraemer  p.  Revalk,  8  Cal.  74 ;  Van  Reynegan  v, 
RevaUc,  8  Cal.  76 ;  Comstock  v,  Comstock,  27  Mich.  97 ;  Larson  v.  Reynolds,  18  Iowa, 
679;  Cook  v.  Klink,  8  Cal.  347;  Tadlock  v.  Eccles,  20  Texas,  782. 

*  Revalk  v.  Kneraer,  supra;  Kraemer  v.  Kevalk,  supra;  Van  Beynegan  o.  Kevalk, 
supra;  Cook  v.  Kliiik,  supra;  Morris  v.  Ward,  6  Kan.  246. 

'  Ante,  2  613  et  seq. 

*  Larson  v.  Beynoldsi  18  Iowa,  686« 
6  Ibid,,  687. 

*  Van  Reynegan  v.  Revalk,  supra^,    See  {  474. 
f  Comstock  V,  Comstock,  supra* 
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Whilst,  as  between  a  judgment-creditor  and  third  persons  acquir- 
ing an  interest  in  his  debtor's  land  in  ignorance  of  any  peculiar 
privilege  attaching  to  his  judgment,  it  would  not  be  competent 
for  such  creditor  to  extend  the  lien  of  his  judgment  by  proof 
dliundey^  yet  as  between  parties  to  the  judgment  and  their 
heirs  the  rule  is  diflferent.  It  is  competent  for  the  judgment- 
creditor  to  show  that  his  judgment  attaches  as  a  lien,  though  it 
may  not*  appear  so  by  the  record.*  This  doctrine  applies  to  judg- 
ments against  property  occupied  as  a  homestead.'  If,  from  any 
cause,  the  judgment  is  superior  to  the  right  of  homestead  —  as  a 
judgment  for  purchase-money,  or  one  rendered  prior  to  the  time 
when  the  premises  were  occupied  as  a  homestead — the  judgment- 
debtor  may,  it  seems,  show  that  fact  in  a  bill  in  equity  to  enforce 
the  lien  of  his  judgment.* 

1  Redfleld  v.  Hart,  12  Iowa,  855;  Christy  v.  Dyer,  14  Iowa,  488;  Delavan  o.  Pratt, 
19  Iowa,  432. 

*  Christy  v.  Dyer,  supra;  Patterson  v.  Linder,  14  Iowa,  414;  Delavan  v.  Pratt, 
9upra, 

*  Christy  9.  Dyer,  supra;  Delavan  v,  Pratt,  supra. 

*  Delavan  v.  Pratt  auvra.    See  {  849  et  aeq. 
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CHAPTER    XIV. 

OF  THE  debtor's  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION. 

AKTIOLE  L — Gknxral  Ikctdsnts  of  the  Rioht. 

SxOTiON  780.  Scope  of  this  Discussion. 

781.  General  Rule  of  Construction. 

782.  Good  Faith  required  of  Debtor. 

788.  By  what  Law  governed — Wife's  ante-nuptial  Debts. 

784.  Exempt  Property  does  not  pass  to  Receiver,  etc. 

786.  Effect  of  Possession  of  other  Property. 

786.  Execution  not  a  Lien  upon. 

787.  How  affected  by  subsequent  Marriage. 

788.  Right  to  sell  exempt  Property. 

789.  Continued — Rule  in  Alabama. 

740.  Partial  Sale  no  Estoppel. 

741.  Mortgage  of  exempt  Chattels. 

742.  Enforcing  Lien  of  Pledgee  or  Mortgagee  upon  exempt  Property. 
748.  Restraint  upon  Husband's  Power  to  sell — Consent  of  Wife — Ohio 

Statute. 

744.  Continued — Rule  in  Indiana. 

745.  Yoluntaiy  Exchange  of  exempt  Property  for  Property  not  exempt 

746.  Illustrations. 

747.  Continued — Exchange  of  Property  after  Allotment 
748, 749.  Otherwise  in  Case  of  involuntary  Conversion. 

760.  Continued — Insurance  Money  of  exempt  Property. 

761.  Continued — Rule  in  Wisconsin. 

ARTICLE  n.  — Of  Statutes  exkmptino  Tools  axcd  Stock  in  Tbadx. 

SxOTiON  756.  Rule  of  the  Common  Law. 
756.  Expensive  Machinery. 

767.  Printing-presses,  Threshing-machines,  Mills,  etc 

768.  Debtor  having  several  Employments. 

769.  How,  in  Case  of  kindred  Employments. 

760.  Employment  in  which  Debtor  is  wholly  or  principally  engaged* 

761.  Effect  of  a  temporary  Cessation  from  Business. 

762.  Business  of  a  Contractor. 

768.  Mechanic's  Tools  —  Dentistry — Jurisprudence. 
764.  Books  of  one's  Profession  —  Widow. 

766.  Stock  in  Trade  of  Merchant 

766.  Of  Merchant-tailor. 

767.  Unlawful  Trade  —  Saloon-keeper's  Stock, 
•768.  Furniture  of  Merchants. 

769.  Piano  of  Music-teacher. 
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Bbction  770.  Horse  of  Tanner. 

771.  Fisherman's  Net  and  Boat 

ARTIOLE  nL — Of  Exxmptions.  applicable  to  pabticulab  Emflotmxmtb  ahd 

Situations. 

Sxction778.  "Teamster." 

774, 775.  Person  "  engaged  in  Agriculture." 

776.  Physician's  Horse  and  Buggy. 

777.  Horse  of  Physician's  Wife— Female  Physician. 

778.  "  Owner  "  of  Homestead. 

ABTIGLE IV . — St  ATrTxs  exxmptino  EABimrofl,  Salarttm,  aud  Ohobxb  jx  Aonov, 

SjEonoK780.  Earnings. 

781.  Salaries  of  public  Officers. 

782.  Garnishment  of  Wages. 
788.  Choses  in  Action. 

784.  Insurance  of  exempt  Property — Avails  of  Policy  exempt 

ABTIOLE  V.  —  Statutes  EXEMPTma  particular  Chattels. 

i.    Wearing  Apparel. 

SxoTiOK  786.  '*  Necessary  wearing  Apparel "  —  Ornaments. 

787.  Clothing  for  Sunday. 

788.  Expensive  Apparel. 

789.  Unmanufactured  Cloth. 

790.  Bags. 

£,  ArmSm 
Section  791, 792.  Policy  and  Construction  of  Statutes. 

S,  household  Furniture. 

Section  794.  "  Household  Furniture ' '  —  Trunk — Cabinet-box. 

796.  "  Necessary  Household  Furniture." 

796.  Necessity  must  be  shown. 

797.  Furniture  of  Boarding-house  keeper. 

798.  Piano-forte. 

4.  Domestic  Animala, 

SEonON  800.  Ass— "Horse,  lilule,  or  Yoke  of  Oxen." 

801.  "Oxen,"  "Horses,"  or  " Mules "  — Stallion. 

802.  Work-horse  —  Colt — Stallion. 
808.  Calves  are  Cows  or  Oxen.     • 

804.  Two  Cows,  one  mortgaged  or  leased. 

806.  "Team"  includes  what 

806.  Continued — What  Debtor  must  show. 

807.  "Horse"  includes  Saddle,  etc 

6.    Vehicles, 

Section  809.   "Wagon"  includes  what 
810.   "Cart" 
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6,   ProvisianSf  Forage,  and  other  neeessartf  AriicUa. 

BxCTiOK  812.  Things  "necessary  for  upholding  Life." 

818.  Necessary  Pood  —  Necessary  for  how  lon^ 

814.  Necessary  Pood  for  Stock. 

816.  Provisions  for  Family  Use  —  Com — Sacks — Right  to  selL 

816.  Ungathered  Crops — Necessary  Vegetables. 

817.  Manufactured  Cloth. 

ARTICLE  I. — General  Incidents  op  the  Right. 

§  730.  Scope  of  this  Discussion.  —  The  construction  of  stat- 
utes exempting  personal  property  from  execution  and  adminis- 
tration has  been  the  subject  of  frequent  discussion,  in  connection 
with  the  right  of  homestead,  in  former  portions  of  this  work. 
The  general  policy  and  construction  of  such  laws  have  been  con- 
sidered in  Chapter  I,  and  the  effect  of  frauds  upon  the  right  thus 
created  has  been  made  the  subject  of  the  2d  article  of  Chapter 
IX.  In  this  and  the  three  following  chapters  it  is  proposed  to 
examine  such  statutes,  so  far  as  they  seem  to  deserve  a  separate 
discussion. 

§  731.  General  Rule  of  Construction. — As  already  seen,  the 
courts  are  united  in  the  conclusion  that  statutes  of  this  kind  ought 
to  be  liberally  construed,  so  as  to  advance  the  intention  of  the 
Legislature.^  From  this  general  view  there  are  but  one  or  two 
dissenting  voices,  among  which  may  be  named  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania*  and  the  early  Supreme  Court  of  Minnesota.* 

§  732,  Good  Faith  required  of  Debtor.  —  But,  while  assert- 
ing this  liberal  rule  of  construction,  the  courts,  in  the  application 
of  these  laws,  have  shown  a  tendency  to  hold  debtors  to  a  rule 
of  fair  dealing ;  and,  in  determining  whether  a  given  chattel  is 
exempt,  the  test  of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  debtor  has  be^n 
frequently  applied.*  Thus,  where  a  lace  shawl,  purchased  in 
Paris,  of  the  value  of  $300,  was  claimed  as  exempt,  under  a 
statute  exempting  **  all  wearing  apparel,"  without  any  limitation 
as  to  value,  the  court  said :    **  The  only  inquiry  which  could  be 

^  Ante,  2  4. 

«  Post,  i  882. 

■  Temple  v,  Scott,  8  Minn.  421. 

*  Prazier  v.  Bamum,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  816 ;  Bevan  v.  Hayden,  18  Iowa,  126;  Buigess  «. 
Everett,  9  Ohio  St.  426;  Puller  v.  Sparks,  89  Texas,  186;  Boss  v.  Hannah,  18  Ala. 
128 ;  ante,  {  426  et  seq, 
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made  is  whether  it  is  held  in  good  faith  as  wearing  apparel,  or 
purchased  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  price  beyond  the  reach 
of  creditors."* 

§  733.  By  what  Law  groTemed — Wife's  ante-nuptial  Debts. 

—  Where  there  have  been  successive  statutes  relating  to  this  sub- 
ject, as  a  general  rule,  the  statute  under  which  the  debtor  must 
claim  will  be  the  one  in  existence  at  the  time  of  the  accrual  of 
the  adverse  right.  Thus,  the  implied  obligation  which  a  man 
enters  into  with  the  creditors  of  a  woman,  when  he  marries  her, 
that  he  will  pay  her  debts  contracted  before  the  marriage,  is  gov- 
erned, so  far  as  his  rights  are  concerned,  by  the  law  in  force  at 
the  time  of  the  marriage ;  but  as  to  her  rights,  by  the  law  in 
force  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted.  Thus,  a  feme  sole 
contracted  a  debt  in  Arkansas  in  1866.  In  1868  a  new  Constitu- 
tion was  adopted  by  that  state  containing  an  enlarged  chattel 
exemption.  In  1870  the  debtor  got  married.  Afterwards  a  joint 
judgment  for  the  debt  was  rendered  against  her  and  her  husband. 
It  was  held  :  (1)  if  the  wife  had  separate  property,  the  judgment 
might  have  been  levied  up<m  it  free  from  the  exemption  of  the 
Constitution ;  (2)  if  levied  upon  the  personalty  of  the  husband, 
he  would  be  entitled  to  claim  this  exemption.* 

§  734.    Exempt  Property  does  not  pass  to  Beceiver,  etc.  — 

Property  which  the  law  reserves  from  the  demands  of  creditors 
does  not,  in  theory  of  law,  pass  to  a  receiver,'  to  an  assignee  in 
bankruptcy*  or  insolvency,*  or  to  an  administrator.*  It  may  be 
stated,  as  a  general  rule,  that  such  officers  have  only  such  a 
limited  control  over  it  as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  them  to 
separate  it  from  that  portion  of  the  debtor's  estate  which  is  sub- 
ject to  administration  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  Thus, 
under  a  statute  providing  simply  for  the  appointment  of  <<  a  re- 
ceiver of  the   property   of  a  judgment-debtor,"  ^  the  receiver 

^  Frazier  v.  Barnum,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  81S,  Zabriskie,  Gh. 

«  WiUiams  r.  Bivercomb,  81  Ark.  292. 

>  Finnin  v.  MaUoy,  88  N.  T.  Superior  Ot  882,  889. 

*  U.  B.  Rev.  Stat,  {  6045. 

»  Woods  r.  Sanford,  9  Gray,  16. 

•  Ante,  2  646. 

»  N.  Y.  Code  of  Proc.,  {  298. 
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takes  only  such  property  as  can  be  subjected  to  the  demands  of 
creditors  ;  exempt  property  does  not  pass,  and  the  receiver  takes 
such  property  at  his  peril,  even  where  the  order  appointing 
him  is  general  in  its  terms,  and  makes  no  mention  of  exempt 
property.  **The  debtor  is  entitled  to  its  use  and  possession, 
and  he  is  not  bound  to  seek  the  court  for  a  modification  of  the 
order,  or  to  do  anything  whatever  to  enable  him  to  enjoy  his 
statutory  right  of  holding,  owning,  and  enjoying  this  class  of 
property."^  Nor  does  a  right  of  action  for  a  conversion  of, 
or  other  injury  to,  exempt  property  pass  to  such  assignee  or  to 
such  receiver.^ 

§  735.  Effect  of  Possession  of  other  Property.  —  Under  a 
statute  enumerating  certain  specific  articles  which  shall  be  ex- 
empt, it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  sustain  a  suit  against  an 
officer  for  levying  upon  exempt  property,  to  show  that  he  had 
no  other  exempt  property  of  the  value  of  the  statutory  limit,' 
or  other  means  with  which  to  pay  the  debt.  If  he  has  other 
means,  the  law  has  provided  ample  remedies  for  reaching  and 
subjecting  it.*  It  is  sufficient,  under  the  New  York  statute,  to 
show  that  the  articles  levied  on  and  claimed  as  exempt  were  enu- 
merated in  the  statute,  were  necessary,  and  within  the  limit  as 
to  value.*  So,  if  the  debtor  has  selected  his  exemption  under 
the  statute,  and  the  goods  so  selected  are  wrongfully  seized  and 
sold  during  his  absence,  and  he  sues  the  officer  therefor,  the 
latter  cannot  prove  that  the  debtor  had  other  goods  subject  to 
execution.*  Thus,  it  has  been  said  that  **the  team  of  every 
teamster,  and  of  every  other  man  when  it  is  necessary  to  his 
use,  is  exempt,  although  the  defendant  may  be  worth  thousands 
of  dollars  in  money  or  in  other  property.  The  exemption  is  not 
made  in  the  statute  to  depend  upon  the  pecuniary  ability  of  the 
debtor.  When  the  debtor  has  money  or  other  property,  the  law 
has  provided  ample  remedies  for  collection,  without  resorting  to 

»  Pinnin  v.  MaUoy,  83  N.  Y.  Superior  Ct.  382,  889. 
«  Post,  2  878. 

•  Smith  o.  Slade,  67  Barb.  640;  Austin  v.  Swank,  9  Ind.  109. 

*  Wheeler  v.  Cropsey,  5  How.  Pr.  288 ;  Wilcox  «.  Hawley,  81  N.  T.  668 ;  Amend  v. 
HuTphy,  69  HI.  887.    Contra,  Wolfenbarger  v.  Standifer,  8  Sneed,  669. 

ft  Smith  V.  Slade,  67  Barb.  641. 
i  Austin  «.  Swank,  9  Ind.  109. 
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exempted  property  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt.**'  Nor  is  it 
material  that  the  debtor  had  owned  other  property,  which  he  had 
disposed  of,  transferring  the  avails  to  his  wife,  and  that  she 
held  these  avails  when  the  chattel  in  question  was  levied  on.' 

§  736.  Execution  not  a  Liien  upon. — In  Indiana,  <*  before 
the  officer  can  levy — or,  at  least,  before  he  can  sell — he  must  call 
personally  upon  the  execution  defendant,  if  he  can  be  found  in 
the  county,  and  give  him  an  opportunity  to  pay  off  the  execution 
without  a  sale ;  or,  if  he  cannot  do  that,  give  him  an  opportunity 
to  designate  what  property  of  his  that  is  subject  to  execution 
shall  be  sold  to  make  the  money.'*  In  view  of  this  and  other 
considerations  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana  holds  that,  where  a 
debtor  has  not  three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  personal  property, 
the  statutory  limit  of  the  exemption,  it  does  not  become  subject  to 
the  lien  of  an  execution.'  In  an  earlier  case,  after  an  execution  had 
issued,  which,  ordinarily,  would  have  been  a  lien  on  his  chattels  in 
the  county,  he  sold  certain  of  them,  and  the  execution  was  levied 
upon  them  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee.  It  was  held  that  although 
the  execution  was  a  lien  upon  the  chattels,  yet,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  debtor  had  a  right  to  claim  his  exemption.^ 

§  737.  How  affected  by  subsequent  Marrlagre.  —  We  have 
seen  that  it  has  been  held  in  some  states  that  the  lien  of  a  judg- 
ment upon  the  debtor's  homestead,  attaching  while  he  was  a 
single  man  —  and,  hence,  not  entitled  to  claim  the  exemption — is 
divested  by  his  marriage  before  the  sheriff's  sale,  whereby  he 
becomes  the  head  of  a  family ^  and  entitled  to  the  exemption.* 
The  same  rule  has  been  applied  to  divest  the  lien  of  an  execution 
in  the  hands  of  a  sheriff',  upon  a  chattel  of  an  unmarried  debtor, 
by  the  fact  of  his  marriage  before  the  levy  of  the  execution.* 

§  738.    Bight  to  sell  exempt  Property.  —Statutes  such  as  we 

»  Wheeler  r.  Cropsey,  6  How.  Pr.  288 ;  approYed  in  Wilcox  v.  Hawley,  81  N.  Y. 
657,  668. 

•  Wilcox  r.  Hawley,  supra, 

*  Godman  v.  Smith,  17  Ind.  152. 

♦  Vandibur  v.  Love,  10  Ind.  54. 
»  Ante,  H  808,  819,  note. 

*  WutsoD  V,  Simpson,  5  Ala.  288. 
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are  considering  are  designed  to  protect  indigent  debtors  from 
want,  and  not  to  fetter  the  free  transfer  of  personal  property ; 
since  it  would  very  much  impair  the  value  of  the  exemption  to 
the  debtor  to  hold  it  operative  only  while  the  specific  articles 
of  property  should  remain  in  his  possession.  Such  a  rule 
would  destroy  their  merchantable  value  to  him,  while  their  use- 
fulness to  his  family  might  depend  almost  entirely  upon  that 
quality.  Accordingly,  they  constitute  no  impediment  in  the  way 
of  a  debtor  selling  in  good  faith  those  chattels  which  he  might,  as 
against  his  creditors,  hold  as  exempt;^  and  the  purchaser  will 
take  the  same  title  as  against  his  vendor's  creditors  which  the 
vendor  himself  had,  and  he  is  entitled  to  set  up  his  vendor's  ex- 
emption as  against  those  creditors.'  A  sale  of  personal  property 
exempt  from  execution  is  valid  without  delivery,  since  its  reten- 
tion by  the  vendor  does  not  enable  him  to  acquire  a  false  credit* 
If,  therefore,  property  so  sold  is  afterwards  levied  upon  by  the 
creditors  of  the  vendor,  the  question  of  title  should  be  tried  on 
the  same  principles  which  would  be  applicable  if  it  were  a  ques- 
tion between  the  levying  creditor  and  the  vendor,  his  debtor; 
and  in  such  a  case  no  laches  can  be  imputed  to  the  purchaser  on 
account  of  the  neglect  of  the  debtor  to  make  a  claim  which  he 
might  have  made  in  respect  to  property  when  attached  or  taken 
in  execution.* 

§  739.  Contlnned —  Bnle  In  Alabama.  — By  the  former  law 
of  Alabama,  certain  enumerated  articles  of  personalty  might  **  be 
permanently  retained  for  the  use  of  every  family  in  the  state, 
exempt  from  levy  and  sale  by  any  legal  process."  *  It  was  also 
provided  that  "neither  the  head  of  the  family  nor  any  member 
thereof  has  the  power  to  sell  or  dispose  of  the  property  thus  ex- 
empt from  sale  or  levy ;  and  if  sold  and  taken  possession  of  by 
the  purchaser,  or  if  abandoned  by  the  family  by  the  death  or  dis- 

>  Cook  V.  Baine,  87  Ala.  850 ;  Bevan  v.  Hayden,  18  Iowa,  127 ;  Gk>dman  v.  Smith, 
17  Ind.  152;  Denny  r-  White,  2  Coldw.  287;  Frost «.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270;  Jewett 
V.  Guyer,  88  Vt  217;  Morria  v,  Tennent,  66  Ga.  677. 

'  Jewett  r.  Guyer,  88  Vt  218. 

•  Poster  V,  McGregor,  11  Vt  696.    See  {  426  et  seq. 

•  Jewett  V,  Guyer,  88  Vt  218. 

•  Code  Ala.  1862,  {  2462. 
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persion  of  its  members,  is  liable  for  the  debts  existing  at  the 
time  the  exemption  was  claimed."^  The  right  thus  to  retain 
one  of  the  enumerated  chattels  was  not  complete  until  it  was 
asserted  ;  and  if  not  asserted  before  the  chattel  was  sold  on  exe- 
cution, it  was  lost.*  But  if,  after  the  exemption  was  thus  claimed 
and  became  complete,  the  chattel  was  sold  by  the  head  of  the 
family  **  and  taken  possession  of  by  the  purchasers,"  it  thereby 
became  "  liable  for  the  debts  existing  "  (against  the  head  of  the 
family)  at  the  time  the  exemption  was  claimed.*  Thus,  by  the 
act  of  asserting  a  right  of  exemption  in  the  property  under  the 
statute,  the  general  debts  of  the  owner  became  a  lien  upon  it, 
which  followed  it  into  the  hands  of  his  vendee.  As  long  as  the 
debtor  continued  to  hold  it  and  to  assert  in  it  his  right  of  exemp- 
tion, no  process  could  touch  it,  and,  it  is  presumed,  he  might 
consume  it  or  wear  it  out  in  use.  His  right  in  it  was  thus  merely 
usufructuary — a  right  to  enjoy  and  consume,  and  an  immunity 
against  dispossession  —  closely  resembling  the  interest  of  a  debtor 
in  his  homestead  under  those  decisions  which  hold  that  a  judg- 
ment is  a  lien  on  homestead  realty,  dormant  while  the  judgment- 
debtor  occupies  it  as  a  homestead,  but  active  as  soon  as  he  alien- 
ates or  abandons  it.*  A  statute  so  anomalous,  fettering  the  free 
transfer  of  personal  property,  could  not,  of  course,  continue ; 
and  two  years  after  its  publication  in  the  Code  of  1852  it  was,  at 
the  same  session  of  the  Legislature,  first  amended^  and  then 
repealed.'  After  this  repeal  the  decisions  of  Alabama  fall  into 
line  with  those  of  other  states  which  hold  that,  since  an  execu- 
tion in  the  hands  of  an  officer  is  no  lien  upon  property  ^not 
vendible  under  it,  the  owner  may  sell  it  and  the  purchaser  will 
get  a  good  title. ^.  And  this  was  declared  to  be  the  law  before 
the  enacting  of  the  statute,  already  quoted,  prohibiting  the  sale  of 
exempt  property.®     But  if  the  thing  received  in  payment  or  ex- 

1  Code  Ala.  1862,  {  2464. 

*  Gresham  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  870. 

*  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  80  Ala.  226. 

*  Ante,  2  890  et  eeq. 

»  Act  February  7,  1864. 

*  Act  February  14,  1864. 

f  Cook  t;.  Baine,  87  Ala.  860,  868. 

*  Pool  V.  Keid,  16  Ala.  826. 
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change  was  not  also  exempt  under  the  terms  of  the  statute,  it 
might  be  levied  on.^ 

• 

§  740.  Partial  Sale  no  Estoppel.  —  If  a  debtor  has  sold  a  par- 
ticular chattel,  and,  before  the  sale  has  become  effectual  in  law 
by  the  delivery  of  possession,  his  creditor  causes  an  attachment 
to  be  levied  upon  it,  the  debtor  may  reassert  his  right  to  it  and 
claim  it  as  exempt.*  *'  The  soundness  of  such  a  rule,"  says  the 
court,  "  supposing  the  parties  to-  act  in  good  faith,  cannot  well 
be  gainsaid,"* 

§  741 .  Mortgage  of  exempt  Chattels.  —  If  the  fact  that  a  par- 
ticular chattel,  is  exempted  by  law  from  execution  for  the  debts 
of  the  owner  does  not,  in  the  absence  of  a  restraining  provision 
in  the  statute,  divest  the  owner  of  the  right  to  dispose  of  the 
property  by  sale,*  it  would  not  preclude  him  from  pledging  it  ;i8 
security  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.  In  case  of  a  pledge  or 
chattel  mortgage,  the  owner  waives  the  benefit  of  the  exemption 
so  far  as  the  incumbrance  extends  or  is  operative,*  and  no  fur- 
ther.* After  the  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  he  may  claim 
his  exemption  as  against  ordinary  judgment-creditors.^  Thus, 
by  statute  in  Kentucky,  the  interest  of  a  mortgageor  in  any 
property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  was  subject  to  execution.® 
Another  section  of  the  same  statute  reserved  to  householders 
certain  specific  chattels  from  execution.®  The  property  of  a 
debtor  thus  exempted  from  execution  did  not,  in  consequence 
of  being  mortgaged  by  him,  become  subject  to  an  execution 
against  him,  nor  did  his  equity  of  redemption  become  sub- 
ject to  it.     The  voluntary  subjection  of  such  exempt  property 

1  Pool  V.  Reid,  15  Ala.  826. 

>  Sevan  v.  Hayden,  18  Iowa,  127,  128,  opinion  by  Lowe,  J. 

*  Ante,  2  426  ei  aeq. 

«  Supra,  i  788;  McAuley*8  Appeal,  85  Pa.  St  209;  Gangwere's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St. 
466 ;  Morgan  v,  Noud,  1  Phila.  Rep.  250. 

&  ProBt  V,  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270;  Jones  9.  Scott,  10  Kan.  88.  The  power  so  to 
waive  has  been  already  discussed.    Ante,  {  441  et  seq. 

•  Collett  V.  Jones,  2  B.  Mon.  19. 

»  Hill  ».  Johnston,  29  Pa.  St  862. 

»  Act  February  12,  1828,  I  86;  Stat  Law  Ky.,  ed.  1884,  p.  668. 

»  Ibid,,  i  18 ;  Ibid.,  641. 
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as  a  security  for  one  debt,  by  way  of  mortgage,  is  not  a  renun- 
ciation of  the  pnvilege  of  exemption  beyond  the  regular  opera- 
tion and  effect  of  the  mortgage  itself.* 

§  742.  Enforcing  liien  of  Pledgee  or  Mortgagee  upon 
exempt  Property. — Where  personal  property  otherwise  exempt 
from  execution  has  been  pledged  as  collateral  security  for  the 
payment  of  a  debt,  and  judgment  has  been  rendered  on  the  debt, 
an  execution  may  be  issued  and  the  property  seized  and  sold 
thereon  as  in  other  cases.*  And  where,  by  the  terms  of  a  chat- 
tel mortgage,  the  mortgagee,  at  the  maturity  of  his  debt,  has 
the  right  to  take  possession  of  the  property,  he  may,  if  he 
choose,  reduce  his  debt  to  judgment,  take  out  execution,  and 
levy  upon  and  sell  the  mortgaged  property  as  in  other  cases  ;  in 
which  case  the  debtor  sustains  no  such  injury  as  will  support  an 
action  of  trespass,  even  though  the  chattels  thus  mortgjiged  be 
the  articles  enumerated  by  law  as  exempt  from  execution.* 

§  743.  Restraint  upon  Husband's  Power  to  sell  —  Consent 
of  Wife  —  Ohio  Statute.  —  In  the  absence  of  any  statutory  ex- 
pression upon  the  subject,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Ohio  formerly 
held  that  the  owner  of  chattels  exempted  from  execution  is  not 
divested  of  the  right  of  disposing  of  the  property  himself,  either 
by  sale  or  by  pledge  in  security  for  the  payment  of  his  debts.* 
But  this  rule  was  8ul)8equently  repealed  by  a  statute  which  pro- 
vides that  *'  no  married  man  shall  sell^  dispose  of^  or  in  any  man- 
ner part  with  any  personal  property  which  is  now,  or  may  here- 
after be,  exempt  from  sale  on  execution,  without  having  first  ob- 
tained the  consent  of  his  wife  thereto."  •  **  If  any  married  man 
shall  violate  the  provisions  of  the  foregoing  section,  his  wife  may, 
in  her  own  name,  commence  and  prosecute  to  final  judgment  and 
execution  a  civil  action  for  the  recovering  of  such  property  or  its 
value  in  money."  •    A  mortgage  by  the  husband  of  all  the  per- 

1  Collett  V.  Jones,  2  B.  Mon.  19. 
s  Jones  V,  Scott,  10  Kan.  88. 
»  Frost  c.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270. 

*  Ibid, 

B  Ohio  Act  April  17, 1857,  2  1 ;  4  Curwen's  Stat  at  Large,  8005. 

•  Ibid,,  2  2. 
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sonal  property  he  had,  being  of  less  value  than  the  limit  of  the 
chattel  exemption 9  his  wife  not  consenting  thereto,  was  a  pai-tiug 
with  it  within  the  meaning  of  this  statute ;  and,  hence,  after  a 
recoveiy  of  judgment  upon  the  mortgage  debt  and  a  sale  of  the 
moilgaged  property  under  an  execution  issuing  thereon,  it  wjis 
competent  for  the  wife  to  bring  an  action  in  her  own  name  and 
to  recover  the  property ;  ^  although  the  husband  was  precluded 
by  his  mortgage  from  claiming  the  property  as  exempt.'  The 
wife  may,  at  her  election,  maintain  an  action  against  the  pur- 
chaser for  the  specific  property  sold,  or  may  sue  to  recover  its 
value.'  The  right  of  a  wife  thus  to  impeach  a  sale  of  exempt 
chattels  made  by  the  husband  is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that 
the  chattels  had  not  previously  to  such  sale  been  selected  by  the 
husband,  as  required  by  the  statute,  if,  in  point  of  fact,  all  the 
chattels  which  the  debtor  had,  including  those  in  controversy,  did 
not  exceed  the  limited  value  named  in  the  statute.* 

§  744.  Oontlnned  —  Rnle  in  Indiana. — In  the  Indiana  stat- 
ute the  homestead  and  chattel  exemption  are  blended  as  fol- 
lows:  '*An  amount  of  property  not  exceeding  in  value  three 
hundred  dollars,  owned  by  any  resident  householder,  shall  not  be 
liable  to  sale  on  execution,  or  any  other  final  process  from  a 
court,  for  any  debt  growing  out  of,  or  founded  upon,  a  contract, 
express  or  implied,  after  the  fourth  of  July,  eighteen  hundred 
and  fifty-two.  The  property  may  bo  real  or  personal,  or  both, 
as  the  debtor  may  elect.  No  mortgage  or  sale  of  any  real  estate 
exempted  under  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be  valid,  if  exe- 
cuted by  a  married  man,  unless  the  deed  be  acknowledged  by  the 
wife  in  due  form  of  law."  *  This  exemption  is  held  to  be  a  per- 
sonal privilege,  which  the  debtor  may  waive  or  claim  at  his  elec- 
tion. If  he  does  not  claim  it,  the  sheriff  should  levy  and  sell ;  if 
he  does  claim  it,  the  sheriff  must  appraise  and  set  apart  what  is 
exempt.*     Carrying  out  this  view,  it  is  held  that  the  3d  section 

1  Colwell  v.  Carper,  16  Ohio  St  279;  Blanker  v.  Beardsley,  9  Ohio  St  5S9. 
«  Ibid.,  citing  Frost  v.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270. 

•  Slanker  ».  Beardaley,  supra, 

•  IHd. 

^  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  868,  Jj  1,  2,  8. 

•  The  State  v.  Melogue,  9  Ind.  196. 
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of  the  law  prohibiting  **  the  mortgage  or  sale  of  any  real 
estate  exempted  under* this  act/'  "  unless  the  deed  be  acknowl- 
edged by  the  wife  in  due  form  of  law,"  applies  only  to  property 
which  has  been  so  claimed,  appraised,  and  set  apart  to  the  debtor ; 
since  other  property  cannot  be  said  to  be  exempted  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act.^ 

§  745.  Yoluntary  Exchange  of  exempt  Property  for  Prop- 
erty not  exempt.  —  <^When  a  debtor  voluntarily  disposes  of 
exempt  property,"  **he  voluntarily  deprives  himself  of  the 
benefit  of  the  statute,  and  waives  the  privilege  thus  secured."' 
And,  on  the  same  principle,  where  a  debtor  voluntarily  exchanges 
property  specifically  exempt  from  execution  for  property  not  ex- 
empt, he  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute  as  to  the  propeity 
received  in  exchange.'  The  reason  of  this  rule  has  been  thus 
expressed:  '^The  general  rule  unquestionably  is  that  all  the 
goods  and  chattels  of  a  party  against  whom  an  execution  has  been 
issued  may  be  levied  upon  and  sold,  unless  they  are  specifically 
exempted  therefrom  by  statute,  or  by  some  rule  of  the  common 
law.  The  exemption  is  a  personal  privilege,  which  the  party  in 
whose  favor  it  exists  may  waive,  and  of  which  no  other  person 
can  take  advantage.  A  bailee  or  mortgagee  of  such  property 
cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption.  The  owner,  only, 
can  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption,  or  dispose  of  it  at  his 
pleasure.  When  it  is  voluntarily  sold  and  conveited  into  money, 
or  other  property  not  also  exempt,  the  right  is  gone.  The  law 
designates  the  species  of  property  which  it  exempts,  and  does 
not  allow  the  debtor  to  choose  for  himself  in  respect  to  the  species 
or  kind  of  property  to  be  exempted.  To  allow  this  would  be  to 
substitute  the  choice  of  the  debtor  for  the  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute."* 

§  746.  ninstrations. — If,  therefore,  the  head  of  a  family 
should  exchange  his  homestead,  or  the  team  with  which  he  ha- 

1  Sullivan  v.  Winslow,  22  Ind.  168. 

•  Andrews  v.  Rowan,  28  How.  Pr.  128 ;  Wygant  v,  Smfth,  2  Lans.  186. 
»  Ibid.;  Friedlander  v,  Mahoney,  81  Iowa,   815;   Scott  r.  Brigham,  27  Vt  661; 
Edson  V.  Trask,  22  Vt  18. 
«  Wygant  v.  Smith,  supra,  opinion  by  Johnson,  J. 
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bitually  earns  his  livelihood,  for  articles  of  merchandise,  they 
would  not,  it  has  been  suggested,  remain  exempt  from  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts.^  So,  although  a  policy  of  life  insurance  is 
exempt  from  execution,  yet,  if  it  is  assigned  by  the  beneficiary 
in  exchange  for  a  stock  of  merchandise,  the  merchandise  does 
not  remain  exempt.*  Following  out  this  principle,  it  has  been 
held  that  an  exemption  of  a  soldier's  pay  and  bounty*  does  not 
extend  to  property  purchased  with,  or  otherwise  voluntarily  ex- 
changed for,  such  pay  and  bounty.*  So,  a  debt  accruing  from 
the  sale  of  exempt  chattels  may  be  attached  on  trustee  process, 
in  the  absence  of  a  statute  protecting  the  proceeds  of  such  a  sale. 
**  Though  a  man's  last  cow  is  not  subject  to  attachment,  yet,  if  he 
sells  it  on  a  credit,  the  vendee  may  be  trusteed."*  So,  one  who 
contracts  to  sell  personal  property  in  his  possession,  but  of  which 
he  is  not  the  owner,  to  be  delivered  at  a  future  day,  and  receives 
the  purchase-money,  but  does  not  deliver  the  property  by  reason 
of  its  having  been  reclaimed  by  the  real  owner,  may  be  held  as 
trustee  of  the  vendee  for  the  amount  of  such  purchase-money. 
And  it  makes  no  difference,  in  this  respect,  that  the  property 
thus  contracted  to  be  sold  would  have  been  exempt  from  attach- 
ment and  execution  in  the  hands  of  the  vendee  if  received  by 
him.*  Upon  similar  grounds,  where  the  head  of  a  family,  aflber 
securing  a  homestead  in  realty  and  personalty  according  to  the 
Georgia  statute  of  1868,  sold  the  same  (the  personalty  by  his 
own  individual  contract,  without  the  cooperation  of  his  wife  and 
without  consent  of  the  ordinary)  and  invested  the  proceeds  in 
lands,  taking  title  to  himself,  a  court  of  equity  would  not,  at  his 
instance,  enjoin  his  judgment^creditor  from  levying  upon  and 
selling  the  lands  as  his  property  on  the  ground  that  he  had  an 
application  pending  to  set  such  lands  apart  as  a  homestead,  or 
on  the  ground  that  they  were  the  proceeds  of  a  prior  home- 
stead,^ 

^  Friedlander  v,  Hahoney,  81  Iowa,  816. 

•  Ibid. 

•  Laws  N.  Y,  1864,  p.  1882,  ch.  578. 
^  Wygant  v.  Smith,  2  Lans.  185. 

«  Scott  V.  Brigham,  27  Vt.  661. 

•  Edson  V,  Trask,  22  Vt  18. 

^  Pate  V.  Oglethorpe  Fertilizing  Co.,  64  Ga.  616. 
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§  747.    CoBtinned — Exchange  of  Property  after  Allotment. 

—  A  statute  of  North  Carolina  provided  for  an  exemption  of  cer- 
tiiin  specified  chattels  **  in  favor  of  every  householder  complying 
with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter.'*  One  of  the  provisions  of 
the  chapter  was  that  the  person  desiring  the  exemption,  or  his 
wife  in  his  absence,*  might  have  an  allotment  of  the  exempt  prop- 
erty by  freeholders,  who  should  make  out  a  list  of  the  property 
allotted  to  the  debtor  as  exempt,  and  return  the  same  to  the 
clerk  of  the  Court  of  Pleas  and  Quarter  Sessions,  who  should  file 
the  same  among  the  records  of  his  office.^  The  object  of  thus 
making  a  public  record  of  property  thus  set  apart  as  exempt  to 
debtors  was  to  enable  officers  having  statutes  in  their  hands  to 
know  with  certainty  what  property  was  exempted.*  Such  being 
the  purpose  of  the  statute,  it  followed  that,  if  a  debtor  procured 
property  to  be  allotted  to  him  as  exempt  and  afterwards  ex- 
changed it  for  other  property,  the  property  received  by  him  in 
exchange  would  not  be  impressed  with  the  character  of  exempt 
property  without  a  new  allotment.*  In  Georgia,  where  what  is 
called  <Hhe  homestead"  consists  of  land  and  personalty  of  a 
given  value  and  description,  set  apart  to  a  debtor  or  his  family 
by  the  ordinary,  it  has  been  held  that,  if  exempted  personalty  so 
set  apart  has  been  exchanged,  whether  legally  or  not  —  that  is, 
whether  with  the  approval  of  the  ordinary  or  not  —  for  property 
of  like  kindy  the  latter  stands,  as  against  the  husband's  creditors, 
in  the  place  of  the  former,  so  long  as  the  exchange  is  not  repu- 
diated by  any  of  the  parties  in  interest.  The  family  are  entitled 
to  retain  the  substituted  property,  either  for  enjoyment  or  res- 
toration to  the  true  owner.* 

§  748.    Otherwise  In  Case  of  involuntary    Conversion,  —  A 

clear  distinction  exists  between  the  proceeds  of  exempt  property 
exempt  from  attachment,  when  such  property  has  been  voluntarily 
sold  by  the  debtor,  and  when  taken  by  him  by  proceedings 
against  his  will  and  changed  into  money.     Where  such  property 

»  Rev.  Stat  N.  C.  1866,  p.  276,  {{  8,  9. 
s  Dean  v.  King,  18  Ired.  20. 
*  Lloyd  V,  Durham,  1  Winst,  part  1,  p.  228. 
<  Morris  v.  Tennent,  66  Ga.  677. 
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is  converted  into  a  mere  right  of  action,  by  a  proceeding  wholly 
in  invitum^  such  right  of  action  and  the  money  collected  are  also 
exempt  from  attachment  the  same  as  the  property  itself.^  In 
declaring  this  rule  the  courts  are  moved  by  the  consideration 
that  without  it  the  statute  would,  in  many  cases,  be  wholly  un- 
availing to  the  debtor.  A  frequent  illustration  of  this  is  found 
in  the  case  where  an  officer  unlawfully  seizes  and  sells  exempt 
property  under  an  execution,  and  the  debtor  recovers  damages 
for  the  trespass.  The  money  so  recovered  is  exempt  from  execu- 
tion or  attachment,'  and  does  not  pass  to  a  receiver.'  Therefore 
it  is  no  breach  of  the  injunction  usually  granted  on  a  creditor's 
bill  for  the  defendant  in  such  bill  to  bring  an  action  against  a 
third  person  for  damages  for  seizing  exempt  property;  **for 
the  exemption  of  cei'tain  necessaiy  articles  from  execution  would 
be  useless  if  the  creditor  could  seize  them  on  his  execution,  and 
could  reach  such  claim  when  a  suit  was  brought  against  him  or 
the  sheriff  for  damages,  and  deprive  the  debtor  of  it  by  means 
of  a  creditor's  bill."  *  This  doctrine  is  denied  in  Minnesota,  but 
the  reasoning  of  that  court  loses  force  from  the  accompanying 
declaration  that  statutes  of  this  kind  are  in  derogation  of  the  com- 
mon law,  and  must  be  strictly  construed,  and  that  nothing  can  be 
taken  by  implication.* 

§  749.  Continued.  —  The  rule  has  also  been  applied  in  a  case 
where  lands  which  included  the  debtor's  homestead  had  been 
sold  in  New  Hampshire  under  process  of  law,  and  the  statutory 
value  of  the  homestead  paid  to  the  husband  with  the  consent  of 
the  wife,  and  the  money  kept  apart  as  a  separate  fund  for  invest- 
ment in  another  homestead.  The  family  subsequently  moved  to 
Vermont,  bringing  this  fund  with  them,  and  it  was  there  held 
not  subject  to  trustee  process  against  the  husband.*  The  rule 
has  been  held  equally  applicable  in  Kansas,  where  the  homestead 

»  Stebbins  v.  Peeler,  29  Vt  289 ;  Keyes  v.  Rlnes,  87  Vt  268 ;  Mitchell  v,  Milhoan, 
11  Kan.  617 ;  Houghton  v.  Lee,  60  Cal.  101 ;  Cooney  v.  Cooney,  65  Barb.  62i. 
«  Stebbins  ».  Peeler,  supra;  Tillotson  ».  Wolcott,  48  N.  T.  19a 
'  Andrews  v.  Rowan,  28  How.  Pr.  126. 

*  Hudson  0.  Plets,  11  Paige,  180,  184,  opinion  by  Walworth,  Oh. 
»  Temple  v,  Scott,  3  Minn-  419. 

*  Keyes  v.  Bines,  supra, 

610 


GENERAL   INCIDENTS   OF  THE   RIOHT.  §  750 

is  limited  in  area,  but  not  in  value.  Thus,  where  the  homestead 
of  a  debtor  was  sold  to  satisfy  a  judgment  which  was  a  lien  upon 
it,  and  there  remained  in  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  the  sum  of 
$3,060.93,  a  portion  of  which,  without  notice  to  the  debtor  or 
appearance  on  his  pail,  the  court  ordered  the  sheriff  to  pay  over 
to  another  judgment-creditor,  to  satisfy  his  judgment,  it  was 
held,  in  a  separate  action  instituted  to  set  aside  this  order,  that 
it  was  voidable,  if  not  void,  and  gave  the  parties  obtaining  it  no 
right.  Such  surplus  fund  was  not  liable  to  be  taken  on  execu- 
tion to  satisfy  a  judgment  which  was  not  a  lien  upon  the  home- 
stead, so  long  as  the  judgment-debtor  intended  and  expected  to 
use  it  in  redeeming  his  homestead  from  the  sale,  or  in  purchas- 
ing another  homestead.  The  couit  went  further.  The  sheriff, 
in  pursuance  of  the  order  in  question,  paid  over  such  surplus 
fund  to  the  attorneys  of  the  general  judgment-creditor,  and  they 
paid  over  a  portion  of  the  same  to  such  judgment-creditor  him- 
self. It  was  held  that  the  attorneys  were  liable  for  the  amount 
which  remained  in  their  hands  at  the  commencement  of  the 
action  brought  to  set  aside  the  order.* 

§  750.    Continued  —  Insurance  Money  of  exempt  Property. 

—  Another  application  of  this  rule  is  found  in  the  case  where  a 
debtor's  house,  being  his  family  homestead,  burns  down ;  the 
insurance  money  is  not  liable  to  garnishment.^  For  the  same 
reason,  a  judgment-debtor  being  a  householder,  and  having  a 
family  for  which  he  provides,  caimot  be  compelled  to  execute  to 
a  receiver  an  assignment  of  a  policy  of  insurance  for  $200,  upon 
his  household  furniture,  after  a  loss  has  occurred.  For  a  rea- 
sonable time  the  debtor  has  a  right  to  the  insurance  money  to 
replace  the  furniture,  if  he  has  not  used  other  means  for  that 
purpose.'  This  rule  has,  however,  been  denied  in  New  Hamp- 
shire in  a  case  where  it  was  appealed  to  to  protect  from  attach- 
ment under  trustee  process  the  money  due  on  account  of  an 
insurance  of  a   debtor's    household  furniture   which  had   been 

1  MitcheU  v.  Milhoan,  11  Kan.  617. 
«  Houghton  V,  Lee,  50  Cal.  101. 
•  Cooney  v.  Cooney,  66  Barb.  524. 
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destroyed  by  fire  ;^  but  the  rule  is  founded  in  reasons  too  cogent 
to  be  shaken  by  the  dissent  even  of  that  able  court.  In  other 
states  the  insurance  money  of  exempt  chattels  has  been  pro- 
tected from  garnishment,  but  under  statutes  exempting,  not 
specific  chattels,  but  any  personalty  of  a  given  value,  to  be 
selected  by  the  debtor.  Such  statutes  have  been  held  to  accord 
to  the  debtor  the  privilege  of  selecting  money  or  chosea  in  action.^ 

§  751.  Continued — Rule  In  Wisconsin. — The  restnction  of 
the  foregoing  inile  to  involuntary  sales  of  exempt  property  has 
been  denied  in  Wisconsin  as  it  respects  the  homestead.  There, 
moneys  due  a  judgment-debtor  on  account  of  a  sale  of  his  home- 
stead, which  he  designs  in  good  faith  to  apply  in  the  purchase  of 
another,  are  not  liable  to  garnishment.  It  will  be  remembered 
that  there  is  a  statute  in  Wisconsin  empowering  a  debtor  to  sell 
and  convey  his  homestead  without  subjecting  it  to  the  demands 
of  his  creditors.*  This,  the  couits  say,  would  be  a  barren  right, 
if  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  of  the  homestead  cannot  be  protected 
^hile  in  transition  from  one  homestead  sold  to  another  pur- 
chased.* If  this  view  is  a  sound  one  —  and  it  certainly  is  calcu- 
lated to  promote  the  ends  which  the  Legislatures  have  had  in 
view  in  enacting  homestead  laws — it  is  equally  applicable  in 
other  states  where  the  rule  obtains  that  judgment  liens  do  not 
attach  to  the  homestead  so  as  to  prevent  the  owner  and  his  >vife 

*  Wooster  v.  Page,  64  N.  H.  126.  Foster,  J.,  in  giving  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
said :  "  When  the  debtor's  household  fhmiture  was  consumed,  the  property  exempt 
from  attachment  was  gone.  It  was  doubtless  a  great  misfortune,  but  it  was  one  of  those 
misfortunes  for  the  relief  of  wh  ich  the  Legislature  has  made  no  provision.  It  is  the  furni- 
ture, and  not  the  avails  of  it  in  another  form,  which  is  protected.  When  the  property 
is  consumed,  it  is  no  longer  household  furniture  in  the  possession  of  the  debtor,  nor 
did  it  become  household  furniture  of  the  debtor  in  the  hands  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany. The  supposed  trustees  had  no  specific  chattels  of  the  defendant  in  their  hands, 
nor  were  they  his  debtors  for  any  wages  due  him  or  his  family  for  personal  labor. 
What  is  in  the  hands  of  the  insurance  company  belonging  to  the  defendant  is  money, 
having  no  ear-mark  by  which  it  may  be  distinguished  from  any  other  money,  and  not 
derived  by  any  process  of  transmutation  fh>m  the  ashes  of  the  defendant's  goods ; 
and,  hence,  the  exemption  which  before  existed  by  statute  cannot  foUow  and  apper> 
tain  to  this  indebtedness  of  the  insurance  company." 

»  Infra,  {  788. 

<  Ante,  I  890. 

«  Watkins  o.  Blatschinski,  40  Wis.  847. 
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from  alienating  it.^  It  was,  however,  pushing  this  principle  further 
than  most  courts  will  be  willing  to  go,  to  hold  that  it  exempts 
materials  purchased  to  be  used  in  repairing  a  debtor's  homestead- 
dwelling,  they  not  being  protected  by  any  statute  exempting  per- 
sonalty.* 


ARTICLE  II.  —  Of  Statutes  exempting  Tools  and  Stock  in  Trade. 

§  755.  Rule  of  the  Common  JLaw.  —  In  Coke  upon  Littleton, 
47  a,  it  is  said  that  **  valuable  things  shall  not  be  destreyned  for 
rent  for  benefit  and  maintenance  of  trades,  which  by  consequent 
are  for  the  commonwealth,  and  are  there  by  authority  of  law ;  as 
a  horse  in  a  smith's  shop,**  etc.  Here,  in  one  sentence,  is  a 
confusion  of  two  entirely  difi^erent  things,  namely :  first,  an  ex- 
emption from  distress  for  rent  of  the  tools  of  one's  trade ;  and, 
second,  an  exemption  of  property  belonging  to  a  stranger  to  the 
landlord,  lawfully  upon  the  premises  demised  to  the  tenant. 
Such  jumbling  of  dififerent  subjects  is  to  be  found  on  almost 
every  page  of  the  writings  of.  a  man  venerated  as  one  of  the 
greatest  sages  of  the  common  law,  but  who  was  scarcely  capable 
of  connected  ratiocination.  Further  on,  the  same  writer  says : 
**  Beasts  of  the  plow,  averia  cainicoe^  shall  not  be  destreyned 
(which  is  the  ancient  common  law  of  England,  for  no  man  shall 
be  destreyned  by  the  utensils  or  instruments  of  his  trade  or  pro- 
fession ;  as,  the  axe  of  the  carpenter  or  the  bookes  of  a  schoUar), 
while  goods  or  other  beasts,  which  Bracton  calls  animalia  (or 
catalla)  otiosa,  may  be  destreyned."  *  The  reason  of  this  rule  is 
thus  stated  by  Lord  Mansfield:  '*  In  the  old  common-law  dis- 
tresses, which  were  in  the  nature  of  a  nomine  poenoB  to  compel  pay- 
ment, it  would  have  been  absurd  to  have  suffered  the  implements 
by  which  a  man  gained  his  livelihood  to  be  holden  as  a  pledge,  be- 
cause that  would  have  been  taking  from  the  man  the  only  means 
he  had  of  being  able  to  pay  the  debt.  But  this  reason  don't 
hold  wherejbhe  thing  distrained  may  immediately  be  sold  by  way 
of  satisfaction,  which,  though  called  a  distress,  yet  really  is,  in 

1  Ante,  {  890  ei  aeq. 

•  Ante,  1 119. 

•  Co.  Lit  47  a,  b. 
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this  respect,  an  execution.*'  ^  So,  in  an  earlier  case,  it  was  **  ad- 
judged that  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  which  exempts  utensils, 
tools,  instruments  of  husbandry,  etc.,  from  distress,  holds  only 
in  distresses  for  rent  arrear,  amerciaments,  etc.,  but  doth  not 
extend  to  cases  where  a  distress  is  given  in  the  nature  of  an  exe- 
cation  by  any  particular  statute."*  In  a  later  case  the  above 
statements  of  Lord  Coke  are  narrowed  down  to  the  rule  that 
**  implements  of  trade  may  be  distrained  for  rent  if  they  be  not 
in  actual  use  at  the  time^  and  if  there  be  no  other  sufficient  distress 
on  the  premises."  This  rule  was  declared  upon  the  authority  of 
the  cases  collected  in  3  Comyn's  Digest,  pages  112,  113.  "  This 
exemption/'  said  Lord  Kenyon,  **  is  founded  in  good  sense ;  it  is 
allowed,  not  only  for 'the  convenience  of  trade,  but  for  the  preser- 
vation of  the  peace."'  This  doctrine  was  reaffirmed  as  late  as 
1832;^  and  it  was  held,  as  late  as  1836,  that  an  action  is  not 
maintainable  for  distraining  beasts  of  the  plow  when  there  is  no 
other  sufficient  subject  of  distress  on  the  premises  besides  grow- 
ing crops.*  The  rule  of  the  common  law  must,  then,  be  taken  to 
be  that,  against  the  ordinary  distress  for  rent,  where  the  distrainor 
held  the  thing  distrained  as  a  mere  pledge  to  secure  the  payment, 
and  where  he  could  not  sell  the  same,  there  was  at  best  but  a  lim- 
ited exemption  of  the  tools,  utensils,  and  animals  by  means  of 
which  the  debtor  gained  his  living  ;  whilst  under  the  writ  oi  fieri 
facias^  and  in  case  of  distresses  analogous  thereto,  where  the 
thing  seized  could  be  sold,  there  was  no  exemption  whatever. 

§  756.    Expensive   Machinery.  —  Statutes   exempting,  under 

1  Hutchlns  V.  Chambers,  1  Burrows,  5S8. 
'  Anonymous,  8  Salk.  186. 

•  Gorten  v,  Falkner,  4  Term  Rep.  666. 

*  Fenton  v.  Logan,  9  Bing.  676 ;  compare  Abercrombie  v.  Alderson,  9  Ala.  981. 

»  Piggott  V,  Birtles,  1  Mee.  &  W.  442;  a.  c,  Tyrwh.  &  Gr.  729.  In  Hendricks  v. 
Lewis,  K.  M.  Gharlt  105  (Ga.,  1821),  a  constable  had  stripped  the  house  of  a 
tenant,  under  a  distress  warrant,  of  furniture,  bedding,  and  apparel.  There  appears 
to  have  been  no  exemption  law  in  force  in  Georgia  at  that  time,  the  earliest  one  (Act 
December  23,  1822)  having  been  passed  a  year  later.  Charlton,  J.,  held  the  distress 
illegal  at  common  law,  and  animadverted  in  severe  terms  upon  the  conduct  of  the 
landlord  and  the  constable.  I  must  remark,  first,  that  the  judge  waa  undoubtedly 
wrong  in  his  view  of  the  common  law,  and  the  authorities  which  he  cites  (Co.  Lit  47 ; 
2  Inst  188)  show  it ;  second,  the  decisions  of  the  old  Superior  Court  of  Geoigia  are 
not,  I  believe,  considered  authority,  even  in  that  state. 
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various  phraseology,  the  necessary  tools  of  a  debtor,  by  which  he 
carries  on  his  trade  or  occupation,  have  never  been  held  to  em- 
brace complicated  and  expensive  machinery.  The  word  *«  tool," 
as  used  in  such  statutes,  is  understood  to  refer  to  some  simple 
instrument  used  by  hand  —  such  as  a  saw,  a  plane,  a  trowel,  and 
the  like  ;  and  this  agrees  with  the  definition  of  the  word  given  by 
the  best  lexicographers.  The  design  of  these  statutes  is  said  to 
be  fulfilled  by  protecting  mechanics  and  other  laborers  with  the 
usual  implements  necessary  in  the  exercise  of  their  appropriate 
callings ;  and  this  benevolent  design  would  be  grossly  perverted 
by  extending  it  to  large  and  expensive  machines,  or  to  the  sepa- 
rate machines,  instruments,  and  materials  used  in  large  manufact- 
uring establishments,  requiring  the  cooperation  of  many  hands.^ 
Thus,  a  statute  of  South  Carolina,  classifying  certain  articles  as 
exempt  from  execution,  used  the  following  language:  **If  a 
mechanic,  the  tools  of  his  trade."  This  was  held  to  exempt  the 
tools  of  all  mechanics,  whether  master-workmen  or  journeymen, 
who  personally  work  with  their  own  tools  and  with  their  own 
hands  —  in  contradistinction  to  contractors,  superintendents, 
capitalists,  or  mere  owners  of  machinery.'  In  an  early  case  in 
Alabama  the  question  was  examined  with  reference  to  the  pro- 
visions of  a  statute  which  exempted  **  all  tools  or  implements  of 
trade,"  and  also  with  reference  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law ; 
and  the  conclusion  reached  was  that,  *'  if  the  exemption  be  allow- 
able, it  must  be  confined  to  the  case  of  a  debtor  who  uses  them 
in  his  trade,  and  not  to  one  who  employs  others  to  work  for  him." 
Accordingly,  a  debtor  who  kept  a  tin-shop,  and  employed  work- 
men to  manufacture  the  tin-ware,  which  he  exposed  to  sale,  could 
not  retain  as  exempt  from  execution  the  tools  used  by  such  work- 
men, although  *'he  sometimes  tinkered"  about  the  shop  him- 
self.» 

1  Buckingbam  v.  BUlings,  18  Mass.  S2;  Danfortli  v.  Woodward,  10  Pick.  428;  Kil- 
bum  V.  Demming,  2  Vt  404 ;  Batchelder  r.  Shapleigh,  10  Me.  185 ;  Ford  v,  Johnson, 
84  Barb.  864;  Meyer  v,  Meyer,  23  Iowa,  876;  Spooner  v.  Fletcher,  8  Vt  133;  Richie 
r.  McCauley,  4  Pa.  St  471;  Bailee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  482;  Smith  v.  Gibbs,  6  Gray, 
298 ;  Parkerson  v,  Wightman,  4  Strobh.  863 ;  compare  Howard  v.  Williams,  2  Pick. 
80;  Dailey  v.  May,  6  Mass.  318. 

'  Parkerson  v.  Wightman,  supra, 

'  Abercrombie  v.  Alderson,  9  Ala.  981. 
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§  757.  Continued — Printing-presses,  Mills,  etc.  —  Thresh- 
ingr-machines. — For  the  same  reason,  a  threshing-machine,  such 
as  those  ordinarily  in  use,  propelled  by  eight  or  ten  horses,  requir- 
ing the  service  of  ten  men  to  operate  it,  is  not  a  **  necessary 
working-tool*'^  of  a  farmer,  nor  *'the  proper  tools  or  imple- 
ments of  a  farmer,"  '  and  is  not  exempt  from  execution  as  such. 
Neither  are  the  printing-press,  types,  and  materials  commonly 
used  in  a  printing-office,  where  several  men  are  employed,  tools 
within  the  meaning  of  a  statute  exempting  **the  tools  of  any 
debtor  necessary  for  his^  trade  or  occupation,"  or  statutes  of 
similar  import;'  nor  is  a  saw-mill;^  nor  is  a  portable  machine 
called  a  billy  and  jenny,  used  for  manufacturing  cloth  ;•  nor  the 
implements,  materials,  stock,  and  fixtures  of  a  paper-mill,  under 
a  statute  increasing  the  value  of  an  exemption  of  the  ^^  tools  and 
implements,  materials,  stock,  and  fixtures  of  the  debtor  necessary 
for  carrying  on  his  trade  or  business ' '  from  $50  to  $500.*  Nor  did 
a  statute  of  this  character  embrace  the  painting  and  stamping- 
blocks  of  a  painter  of  oil-cloths,  costing  from  $1,000  to  $1,500, 
used  in  a  business  requiring  peculiar  and  extensive  buildings, 
numerous  workmen,  and  some  capital,  under  the  designation  of 
"necessary  tools  of  a  tradesman."^  In  Connecticut  the  ques- 
tion arose  under  a  statute  providing  that  all  the  personal  estate 
of  the  debtor  might  be  attached  or  levied  on  by  execution,  ex- 
cept **  necessary  apparel,  bedding,  toolsj  arms,  or  implements  of 
his  household  necessary  for  upholding  his  life;"*  and  it  was 
held — disapproving  the  doctrine  of  Buckingham  v.  Billings — that 
a  printing-press,  types,  cases,  etc.,  were  **  tools"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute,  and  that  whether  they  were  necessary 
for  upholding  the  life  of  the  debtor  was  a  question  of  fact  for 


^  Ford  V.  Johnson,  84  Barb.  864. 

'  Meyer  v.  Meyer,  23  Iowa,  876. 

»  Buckingham  v.  Billings,  13  Mass.  82;  Danforth  v.  Woodward,  10  Pick.  428; 
Spooner  v.  Fletcher,  8  Vt  188.  Contra,  Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  450;  Sailed  v. 
Waters,  17  Ala.  482. 

«  Batchelder  v,  Shapleigh,  10  Me.  185. 

*  Kilbum  V,  Demming,  2  Vt  404. 

•  Smith  V,  Gibbs,  6  Gray,  298. 

*  Bichie  v.  McCauley,  4  Pa.  St  471, 

•  Stat  Conn.  1808,  p.  280,  2  1. 
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the  jury  .^  And  in  Alabama  it  has  been  held  that  the  press,  types, 
and  materials  of  a  country  printing-office,  of  the  value  of  $500, 
used  by  the  debtor,  a  practical  printer,  and  his  journeymen,  in 
the  publication  of  a  weekly  newspaper,  are  within  a  statute  ex- 
empting **  all  implements  or  tools  of  trade."  *  But  such  a  stat- 
ute does  not  reserve  from  execution  the  paper  and  ink  which  may 
be  on  hand  in  such  an  office.' 

§  758.  Debtor  having  several  Emplojnments.  —  It  has  been 
said  in  a  case  in  Wisconsin  that  a  person  cannot,  by  multiplying 
his  employments,  claim  cumulatively  several  exemptions  created 
by  the  statute  for  several  distinct  employments.  Such  a  statute 
was  said  to  be  designed  for  the  benefit  of  persons  engaged  in 
either  occupation  or  business  singly.*  Therefore,  where  the 
statute  in  one  subdivision  exempted  certain  enumerated  *^  farm- 
ing utensils,"  and  in  another  subdivison  exempted  **  the  tools 
and  implements  or  stock  in  trade  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or 
other  person^  used  and  kept  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his 
trade  or  business,*'  a  farmer  could  not  have  the  former  exemp- 
tion, and  then  claim  the  latter  under  the  denomination  of  **  other 
person."  The  words  **  other  person,"  in  the  latter  subdivision, 
are  to  be  applied  to  mechanics  and  tradesmen  according  to  the 
maxim  noscitur  a  sociis^  But  a  statute  of  Missouri  which  enumer- 
ated, in  eight  distinct  subdivisions,  certain  specific  articles  which 
should  be  exempt  from  execution  when  '*  owned  by  the  head  of  a 
family,"  •  was  held  to  be  cumulative;  and,  hence,  a  mechanic  might 
claim  the  necessary  tools  and  implements  of  his  trade  under  the 
sixth  subdivision,  and  also  **  one  work-horse"  under  the  first.^ 

§  759.  How  in  Case  of  kindred  Emplojnments. — Under  a 
statute  exempting  simply  the  tools  of  a  mechanic's  trade,^  it  has 
been  held  that  there  may  be  kindred  employments  which  may  be 
pursued  by  the  same  person  — ;  as  the  miscellaneous  work  of  a 

1  Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  450. 

*  Sallee  v.  Waters,  17  Ala.  482,  Dargan,  0.  J.,  dissenting. 

*  IHd, 

*  Bevitt  V.  Crandall,  19  Wis.  581,  688. 

*  Ibid, 

«  Rev.  Stat.  Mo.  1835,  p.  265,  {  15. 
f  Harrison  r.  Martin,  7  Mo.  286. 

*  "  If  a  mechanic,  the  tools  of  his  trade."    8.  0.  Act  1828 ;  6  Stat  S.  C.  214. 
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general  machinist,  bell-hanger,  screw-cutter,  and  the  like  —  in 
which  case  all  his  tools  necessary  to  carry  on  these  trades  will  be 
protected.^  Thus,  the  fact  that  a  debtor  carried  on  two  trades 
at  the  same  time  —  as  that  of  a  book-binder  and  that  of  a 
printer  —  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  exemption  of  his  tools  in 
either  trade,  if  they  were  necessary,  and  the  latter  occupjition 
requisite  for  the  procurement  of  subsistence.*  So,  under  a  stat- 
ute exempting  the  tools  of  a  debtor  necessary  for  his  trade  or 
occupation,'  a  person  who  carries  on  in  one  establishment  the 
business  of  watch-maker  and  jeweler  can  claim  as  exempt  the 
tools  of  a  jeweler,  although,  under  the  system  of  dividing  labor 
in  his  establishment,  he  himself  works  at  the  business  of  a 
watch-maker,  and  an  apprentice  or  journeyman  in  his  employ- 
ment works  at  that  of  a  jeweler.* 

§  760.  Employment  in  wbich  Debtor  is  '<  wholly  or  princi- 
pally engraged."  —  A  statute  exempting  '« the  tools,  implements, 
materials,  stock,  apparatus,  team,  vehicle,  hoi*ses,  harness,  or 
other  things,  to  enable  any  person  to  carry  on  the  profession, 
trade,  occupation,  or  business  in  which  he  is  wholly  or  pHncipally 
engaged^  not  exceeding  in  value  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,"  • 
covers  only  such  property  as  is  essentially  requisite  to  enable  a 
debtor  engaged  in  more  than  one  kind  of  business  to  carry  on 
that  one  in  which  he  is  principally  engaged.®  But  this  statute  is 
not  construed  with  reference  to  the  productiveness  or  profit  of 
one  kind  of  business  over  another,  where  two  or  more  occupa- 
tions are  followed  at  the  same  time,  but  with  reference  to  the 
occupation  or  business  on  which  the  party  chiefly  relies  for  a 
livelihood,  and  which  engrosses  the  most  of  his  time  and  atten- 
tion—  not  for  a  day,  or  week,  or  month,  but  through  the  year. 
Where,  therefore,  in  an  action  brought  for  property  claimed  as 
exempt  under  this  statute,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff  was  en- 
gaged in  two  occupations,  it  was  erroneous  for  the  court  to  per- 
mit the  plaintiff  to  call  witnesses  to  prove  which  of  the  two 

Parkerson  i>.  Wightman,  4  Strobh.  868. 

Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  460,  455. 

Mass.  Act  1805,  ch.  100. 

Howard  v.  Williams,  2  Pick.  80. 

2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.  1857,  {  4465,  subsec  8. 

Morrill  v,  Seymour,  8  Mich.  64. 
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occupations  would  be  likely  to  bring  him  in  the  most.^  It  is  not 
necessjiry,  in  order  to  claim  the  benefit  of  this  statute,  that  the 
articles  should  be  *«  essentially  requisite  to  the  carrying  on  of  the 
business  in  which  the  debtor  was  principally  engaged;'*  nor 
need  the  debtor  show  affirmatively  **  that  he  was  engaged  in  some 
legitimate  business,  demanding  the  whole  or  the  major  part  of 
his  time  and  effort,  and  that  in  the  prosecution  of  such  business 
the  property  claimed  as  exempt  was  not  only  convenient,  but 
necessary."  It  is  enough  if  the  articles  are  suitable  and  con- 
venient for  the  debtor's  business,  and  are  actually  used  in  carry- 
ing it  on.  Neither  is  it  necessary  for  him  to  have  one  engrossing 
pursuit,  requiring  all  or  most  of  his  time.  If  he  has  two  sepiv- 
rate  pursuits,  the  exempted  articles  must  belong  to  the  principal 
business.  But  if  they  are  used  in  both,  they  are  also  exempt. 
And  if  his  entire  business  occupies  but  a  portion  of  his  time,  it 
is  not  thereby  removed  from  legal  protection.  Thus,  where  a 
person  who  had  been  trading  for  several  years  left  it  off  and  de- 
voted his  time  chiefly  to  the  settlement  of  his  business  affairs, 
for  which  he  was  obliged  to  travel  about,  and  used  a  horse  and 
wagon  for  that  purpose,  as  well  as  for  the  cultivation  and  im- 
provement of  a  small  amount  of  land,  it  was  held  that  the  horse 
and  buggy  were  to  be  regarded  as  **  enabling  him  to  carry  on  his 
business,"  and  that  **  he  had  a  right  to  the  exemption  if  the  jury 
believed  he  was  using  them  in  good  faith,  in  any  actual  business, 
if  he  had  no  other  principal  occupation  to  which  they  were  not 
subservient.'"  So,  one  whose  principal  business  is  blacksmith- 
iug  may,  under  the  above  statute,  employ  his  leisure  time  in 
manufacturing  wagons  for  sale,  and  such  a  manufacture,  not  ex- 
ceeding in  value  the  limit  of  the  statute,  will  be  exempt,  not 
only  while  in  course  of  construction,  but  when  completed  and 
offered  for  sale.'  And  it  seems  that  this  rule  will  apply  equally 
to  other  trades ;  as,  where  a  jeweler  whose  principal  business  is 
the  repairing  of  watches  employs  his  leisure  time  in  finishing 
for  sale  watches  which  he  has  purchased  in  an  unfinished  condi- 
tion.^    The   reasons  given   for  this   conclusion   are  that  it  is 

»  Smalley  v,  Masten,  8  Mich.  529. 

'  Kenyon  v.  Baker,  16  Mich.  878,  opinion  by  Campbell,  J. 

•  Stewart  v.  Welton,  82  Mich.  66. 

«  Ibid. 
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against  the  policy  of  the  law  to  discourage  artisans  from  employ- 
ing their  idle. time  in  the  support  of  their  families  ;  and,  besides, 
these  outside  employments  are  not  so  far  foreign  to  the  occupa- 
tion in  which  the  artisan  is  "  wholly  or  principally  engaged  "  as 
not  to  be  within  the  spirit  of  the  statute.* 

§  761.  A  temporary  Cessation  from  Business  will  not  ren- 
der the  tools  by  which  a  debtor  has  carried  on  his  business  liable 
to  execution.'  Thus,  one  who  had  failed  in  the  hardware  and 
tinning  business,  and  made  an  assignment,  reserving  certain 
tools  and  machines  as  exempt,  was  held  entitled  to  retain  them 
as  exempt,  notwithstanding  he  had  done  little  or  nothing  in  the 
business  for  four  months  afterwards,  it  not  appearing  that  he 
had  gone  into  other  business  or  relinquished  his  former  occupa^ 
tion.  "The  object  of  the  exemption  is  to  encourage  men  who 
may  have  become  unfortunate,  by  preventing  them  from  being 
deprived  of  making  an  honest  living.  It  contemplates  that,  at 
the  time  when  the  necessity  for  an  exemption  arises,  they  will  be 
subject  to  a  loss  of  all  that  is  not  exempt ;  and  in  many,  if  not 
in  most,  cases  this  must  be  equivalent  to  at  least  a  tempomry 
stoppage  of  business.'**  A  statute  exempting  **  tools  of  the 
occupation  of  a  debtor,"  to  a  stated  amount,  etc.,  protects  the 
ordinary  implements  of  a  husbandman,  such  as  a  plow,  wheels, 
axle-tree,  harrow,  and  drag.*  And  the  policy  of  such  a  statute 
requires  that  such  tools  should  be  held  exempt,  although  the 
debtor  may  have  lost  his  land ;  for  then  he  may  be  obliged  to 
make  his  living  by  tilling  the  land  of  others.*  Under  a  statute 
of  Iowa  already  quoted  from,^  it  is  not  necessary  for  a  mechanic, 
in  order  to  claim  as  exempt  the  tools  of  his  trade,  to  show  that 
with  them  he  *'  habitually  earns  his  living."     This  clause  of  the 

»  Stewart  v.  Welton,82  Mich.  56. 
'  Harris  v,  Haynes,  80  Mich.  140. 
'  Ibid.,  opinion  by  Campbell,  J. 

*  Wilkinson  v.  Alley,  46  N.  H.  651 ;  Pierce  u.  Gray,  7  Gray,  68 ;  Dailey  v.  May, 
6  Mass.  818.  The  difference  in  phraseology  between  the  New  Hampshire  and  Massa- 
chusetts statutes  is  deemed  immaterial. 

*  Thomas,  J.,  in  Pierce  v.  Gray,  supra. 

*  Code  1851,  {  1898;  Rev.  1860,  {  8804.  The  sUtute  reads  as  follows:  "The 
following  property  of  private  individuals  is  also  exempt  from  execution :  *  *  » 
the  proper  tools,  instruments,  or  books  of  any  fJEurmer,  mechanic,  surveyor,  physician, 
teacher,  or  professor." 
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statute  relates  to  the  team,  etc.,  with  harness  and  vehicle,  thus 
used  by  a  **  physician,  public  officer,  farmer,  teamster,  or  other 
laborer."  It  is  sufficient  for  him  to  show  that  he  is  a  mechanic, 
and  that  they  are  the  proper  tools  of  his  trade.^ 

§  762.  Bosiness  of  a  Contractor. — The  business  of  a  con- 
tractor—  for  example,  a  carpenter  who  takes  contracts  for  the 
building  of  houses — is  held  not  **  a  trade,  occupation,  or  profes- 
sion,'' within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Oregon'  exempting 
certain  chattels  from  execution.  **If  the  law  were  construed 
otherwise,  a  merchant  or  shop-keeper  might  successfully  claim  his 
stock  in  trade,  of  whatever  value,  to  be  exempt  from  the  opera- 
tions of  this  act  because  the  same  would  be  necessary  to  enable 
him  to  carry  on  his  business."  • 

§    763.    Mechanic's    Tools  —  Dentistry  —  Jnrispradence.  — 

Although,  considering  the  recent  progress  made  in  dental  science, 
its  practitioners  may  claim,  with  much  justice,  to  be  classed 
among  the  learned  professions,  yet,  the  principal  operations  of 
dentistry  being  mechanical,  a  dentist's  instruments  are  within  a 
statute  exempting  from  execution,  even  as  against  a  judgment  for 
unpaid  purchase-money,  "mechanical  tools."*  But  a  lawyer 
certainly  is  not  a  mechanic,  although  there  is  a  good  deal  of 
blacksmithing  in  the  practice  of  the  law ;  and,  therefore,  his 
library  was  not  **  common  tools,"  within  a  Georgia  statute.* 

§  764.  Books  of  one's  Profession — Widow. — A  statute  of 
Texas  exempted  from  execution  the  **  books  belonging  to  the 
trade  or  profession  of  any  citizen."*  Another  statute  made  it 
the  duty  of  the  County  Court  to  set  apart,  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  the  widow  and  children  of  the  deceased,  if  there  were  any, 
or  either,  all  such  property  as  might  be  exempted  from  forced 

1  Perkins  v.  Wisner,  9  Iowa,  820. 

*  Laws  Greg.,  ed.  1872,  {  279. 

*  Be  Whetmore,  Deady,  586,  U.  S.  Dis.  Ct  Greg.  Deady,  J. 

*  2  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  1867,  {  4494 ;  Maxon  r.  Perrott,  17  Mich.  886.  Cbnfra, 
Whitcorob  v.  Keid,  81  Miss.  567,  under  a  statute  exempting  **  the  tools  of  a  mechanic 
necessary  for  his  trade." 

»  Lenoir  v.  Weeks,  20  Ga.  596 ;  Cobb's  Dig.  Stat  Ga.  885. 

*  Act  January  26, 1889,  {  1 ;  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  art  8798. 
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sale  by  the  Constitution  or  laws  of  the  state.*  Under  this  stat- 
ute it  was  held  that  the  County  Court  should  have  set  apart,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  widow,  the  professional  library  of  her  deceased 
husband,  a  lawyer,  of  the  value  of  $774.85.* 

• 

§  765.  Stock  in  Trade  of  Merchant.  —  A  statute  exempting 
**the  tools  and  instruments  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other 
person,  used  and  kept  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade 
and  business,  and,  in  addition  thereto,  stock  in  trade  not  exceed- 
ing four  hundred  dollars  in  value,"  or  one  in  similar  terms,  does 
not  embrace  the  stock  of  goods  of  a  merchant.  The  tools  re- 
ferred to  are  those  of  a  mechanic  or  "other  person,"  to  the 
exercise  of  whose  trade  or  business  tools  or  implements  are 
necessary.  «•  Stock  in  trade  "  refers  to  the  raw  materials  which 
such  tradesmen  as  shoe-makers  and  harness-makers  are  oblis^ed  to 
keep  on  hand  for  the  purpose  of  working  up  into  manufactured 
articles.  It  does  not  embrace  the  desks,  counters,  shelving,  jare, 
paper,  boxes,  ban'els,  and  scales  of  a  merchant.* 

§  766.  Of  Merchant-tailor. — A  statute  of  Kansas  exempted 
from  execution  **the  necessary  tools  and  implements  of  any 
mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person,  used  and  kept  for  the  purpose 
of  carrying  on  his  trade  or  other  business,  and,  in  addition 
thereto,  stock  in  trade  not  exceeding  four  hundred  dollars  in 
.  value."  A  merchant-tailor  who  kept  a  stock  of  cloths  on  hand 
for  manufacture,  and  not  for  sale,  which  stock  embraced  some 
furnishing  goods  ;  who  cut  and  fitted  garments  and  superintended 
their  manufacture  in  the  rooms  over  his  store,  and  also  attended 
in  the  store,  where  the  goods  were  kept  and  customers  waited 
on,  was  within  this  statute.  The  fact  that  he  did  not  do  all 
the  work  himself,  but  employed  other  workmen,  made  no  differ- 
ence.* 

§767.  Unlawful  Trade  —  Saloon-keeper's  Stock.  —  A  statute 
exempting  from  attachment  '*  the  tools  and  implements  or  stock 

*  Pasc  Dig.  Laws,  art.  1805. 

«  Fowler  o.  Gilmore,  80  Texas,  482. 

»  Grimes  v.  Bryne,  2  Minn.  89,  104,  105 ;  Guptil  v,  McFee,  9  Kan.  80,  87. 

*  He  Jones,  2  DiU.  343 ;  U.  B.  Cir.  Ct.,  opinion  by  DUlon,  J. 
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in  trade  of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person,  used  and  kept 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade,  not  exceeding  two  huil- 
dred  dollars  in  value,'*  is  construed  to  apply  only  to  a  lawful 
trade  or  business.  Under  it  a  person  engaged,  without  a  license, 
in  keeping  a  saloon  for  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  by  the 
glass,  to  be  drunk  on  the  premises,  cannot  claim  such  exemption 
for  any  part  of  his  stock  in  trade. ^ 

§  768.  Furniture  of  Merchants. — Under  the  Civil  Code  of 
Louisiana^  ^' the  sheriff  cannot  seize  the  linen  and  clothes  be- 
longing to  the  debtor,  ♦  ♦  ♦  nor  the  tools  and  instruments 
necessary  for  the  exercise  of  the  trade  or  profession  by  which  he 
gains  a  living."  This  provision  has  been  held  to  exempt  the 
commercial  books,  counting-house  furniture,  and  iron  chests  of 
an  insolvent  mercantile  firm  —  the  court  not  alluding  to  the 
question  of  the  right  to  claim  exemptions  out  of  partnership 
assets.' 

§  769.  Piano  of  Mnsic-teaclier.  —  Under  a  statute  exempt- 
ing from  execution  **  the  furniture,  tools,  and  implements  of  any 
person,  necessary  to  carry  on  his  or  her  trade  or  business,  not 
exceeding  in  value  one  hundred  dollars,"  *  a  piano  of  the  value 
of  $100,  used  by  the  debtor  in  her  business  or  profession  of  a 
music  teacher,  upon  which  she  mainly  relied  to  support  an  aged 
mother,  is  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale.*^ 

§  770.  Horse  of  Tanner.  —  A  horse  is  not  exempt  as  **an 
implement  of  trade  of  a  mechanic;"  as,  for  instance,  a  tanner 
of  leather.* 

§  771.  Fisherman's  Net  and  Boat.  —  The  word  «*  tools,"  in  a 
statute  of  exemptions,  has  been  held  to  embrace  a  fisherman's  net 
and  boat.'' 

1  Walsch  V.  Can,  82  Wis.  159. 
»  Code  Pr.  La.,  ed.  1868,  {  644. 

'  Farmers  and  Merchants'  Bank  v.  Franklin,  1  La.  An.  898 ;  Harrison  v.  Mitchell, 
18  La.  An.  260.    See,  as  to  exemptions  out  of  partnership  assets,  antCt  { 194  ti  seq. 

*  Kurd's  Stat  HI.,  ed.  1874,  p.  499,  subsec  8. 

^  Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  111.  837.    The  same  doctrine  was  laid  down  arguendo,  in 
Tanner  v.  Billings,  18  Wis.  168. 

•  Wallace  v.  Collins,  5  Ark.  41,  46. 
»  Sammis  v.  Smith,  1  N.  T.  444. 
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ARTICLE  in.  —  Op  Exemptions  applicable  to  particular  Emplot- 

MENTS   AND   SITUATIONS. 

§  773.  "Teamster" — Who  is  to  be  deemed  a  "  Teamster'' 
within  the  Meaning  of  Statutes  of  Exemption.  —  In  answering 
this  question  the  Supreme  Court  of  California  says:  *♦  In  com- 
mon speech  a  teamster  is  one  who  drives  a  team,  but  in  the  sense 
of  the  statute  every  one  who  drives  a  team  is  not  necessarily  a 
teamster ;  nor  is  he  necessarily  not  a  teamster  unless  he  drive  a 
team  continually.  In  the  sense  of  the  statute,  one  is  a  teamster 
who  is  engaged  with  his  own  team  or  teams  in  the  business  of  team- 
ing:—  that  is  to  say,  in  the  business  of  hauling  freight  for  other 
parties  for  a  consideration,  by  which  he  habitually  supports  him- 
self and  family,  if  he  has  one.  While  he  need  not,  perhaps,  drive 
his  team  in  person,  yet  he  must  be  personally  engaged  in  the 
business  of  teaming  habitually,  and  for  the  purpose  of  making  a 
living  by  that  business.  If  a  carpenter  or  other  mechanic  who 
occupies  his  time  in  labor  at  his  trade  purchases  a  team  or  teams 
and  also  carries  on  the  business  of  teaming  by  the  employment 
of  others,  he  does  not  thereby  become  a  teamster  in  the  sense  of 
the  statute.  So  of  the  miner,  farmer,  doctor,  and  minister."* 
Thus,  a  man  was  employed  as  chief  clerk  or  managiug  jigent 
for  a  firm  of  merchants  at  a  salary  of  $75  a  month.  While  thus 
engaged  he  bought  a  team  for  the  purpose  mainly  of  affording 
employment  for  his  son,  who  was  seventeen  years  of  age.  The 
team  was  used  in  hauling  freight  and  goods  to  the  store  and  for 
other  parties,  and  in  delivering  goods  from  the  store  to  custom- 
ers. All  the  teaming  was  done  by  the  son,  but  for  the  benefit  of 
the  father  and  his  family.  This  man  was  not  a  <'  teamster  or  other 
laborer,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.*  In  construing  a 
similar  statute  ^  the  Supreme  Court  of  Iowa  uses  this  language : 
**  In  giving  the  exemption  law  a  liberal  construction,  which  we  are 
required  to  do,  we  suppose  the  intent  of  the  Legislature  is  reached 
and  reflected  when  we  hold  that  if  a  person  abandons  one  employ- 
ment, and  procures  a  team  or  part  of  a  team,  intending  to  com- 

1  Brusie  v.  Griffith,  84  GaL  806,  opinion  by  Sanderson,  J. 

>  Ibid. 

»  Infra,  I  776. 
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plete  it,  for  the  purpose  of  using  the  same  in  good  faith  to  earn 
for  himself  a  livelihood,  that  is  such  an  habitual  use  of  the  team 
in  contemplation  of  the  statute  as  to  exempt  the  same  from  levy, 
whether  the  party  claiming  the  benefit  of  the  exemption  law  has 
had  an  opportunity  of  using  the  property  much  or  little.  He 
must  make  a  beginning ;  and,  if  his  new  character  as  teamster  is 
shown,  the  property  which  he  honestly  intends  to  use  in  that  ca- 
pacity to  earn  for  himself  a  living  should  be  as  effectually 
shielded  from  levy  and  sale  during  that  period  as  if  he  had  used 
it  for  a  whole  year."  ^  Evidence  showing  that  the  owner  of  a 
wagon  used  it  in  doing  team-work  is  admissible  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  he  habitually  used  it  for  the  support  of  himself 
and  family,  although  such  use  was  beyond  the  limits  of  the  state  ; 
as,  for  instance,  on  a  trip  from  Iowa  to  Pike's  Peak.' 

§  774.  Person  <<  engaged  in  Agriculture.*'  —  The  exemption 
law  of  Tennessee*  enumerates  manv  articles  which  shall  not  be 
subject  to  execution  in  the  hands  of  heads  of  families  in  general, 
and  then  provides  for  a  further  exemption  «'  if  the  head  of  the 
family  be  engaged  in  agriculture.'*  Under  this  statute  the  Su- 
preme Court  of  that  state  has  discussed,  at  considerable  length, 
what  it  is  to  be  **en<2:ao:ed  in  aoTiculture."  Said  the  court: 
**  The  facts  agreed  in  this  case  show  a  person  engaged  in  agricul- 
ture to  be  one  engaged  in  raising  cereals  and  stock  ;  and  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  definition  of  our  standard  lexicographer,  *  tjiken 
altogether,  is  correct. '  According  to  this  authority,  agriculture  is, 
in  its  general  sense,  the  cultivation  of  the  ground  for  the  purpose 
of  procuring  vegetables  and  fruits  for  the  use  of  man  and  beast ; 
or  the  act  of  preparing  the  soil,  sowing  and  planting  seeds, 
dressing  the  plants,  and  removing  the  crops.  In  this  sense  the 
word  includes  gardening  or  horticulture,  and  also  the  raising  and 
feeding  of  cattle  or  stock.  But,  in  a  more  common  and  appro- 
priate sense,  it  is  used  to  signify  that  species  of  cultivation  which 
is  intended  to  raise  grain  and  other  field  crops  for  man  and  beast. 
It  is  equivalent  to  husbandry ;  and  husbandry  Webster  defines  to 

^  Sevan  v.  Hayden,  18  Iowa,  126,  opinion  by  Lowe,  J. 

*  Whicher  v.  Long,  11  Iowa,  48. 

*  Thompson  &  Steger's  SUt,  2  2109  a. 
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be  the  business  of  a  fanner,  comprehending  agriculture  or  tillage 
of  the  ground  ;  the  raising,  managing,  and  fattening  of  cattle 
and  other  domestic  animals ;  the  management  of  the  dairy,  and 
whatever  the  land  produces.  Web.  Die,  ed.  1856.  This  great 
work  is  pronounced  by  the  courts  of  both  England  and  America 
to  be  the  standard  vocabulary  of  the  English  language ;  but  the 
word  •  agi'iculture,'  as  used  in  these  exemption  laws,  has  its 
peculiar  legal  sense,  and  relates  to  the  vocation.  It  is  true  that 
two  or  more  vocations  may  be  combined,  but  we  are  not  accus- 
tomed to  think  of  an  artisan,  a  merchant,  or  a  lawyer  who, 
living  within  the  crowded  town  or  city  and  following  his  avoca- 
tion, happens  to  cultivate  a  little  patch  of  earth  in  vegetables  for 
his  table  as  an  agriculturalist,  even  in  its  most  general  sense.  If 
he  produced  them  on  any  extended  scale  for  market,  or  for  *  man 
and  beast '  in  the  sense  of  husbandry,  then  he  might  be  regarded 
as  an  agriculturalist  in  the  sense  of  the  law."  ^ 

§  775.  Gontinaed.  —  But  under  a  statute  exempting,  among 
other  things,  a  horse,  harness,  and  plow,  «'  when  owned  by 
any  person  actually  engaged  in  the  science  of  agriculture,*'*  a 
person  is  said  to  be  '*  actually  engaged  in  the  science  of  agricul- 
ture'* '*  when  he  derives  the  support  of  himself  in  whole  or  in 
part  from  the  tillage  of  the  fields.  He  must  cultivate  something 
more  than  a  garden,  though  it  may  be  much  less  than  a  furm. 
If  the  area  cultivated  can  be  called  a  fields  it  is  agriculture  as 
well  in  contemplation  of  law  as  in  the  etymology  of  the  word. 
And,  if  this  condition  be  fulfilled,  the  uniting  of  any  other 
business  not  inconsistent  with  the  pursuit  of  agriculture  does 
not  take  away  the  protection  of  the  act."  Thus,  a  man  who 
was  by  trade  a  tailor,  who  had  rented  and  moved  upon  a 
property  consisting  of  a  tavern  and  some  forty  acres  of  cleared 
land,  who  **  kept  tavern  "  and  a  boarding-house,  rented  out  part 
of  the  land  to  farm  on  shares  and  farmed  the  rest  himself,  rais- 
ing the  usual  variety  of  farm  crops,  and  who,  during  the  winter, 
worked  at  his  trade  of  tailor,  was  held  within  the  benefits  of  the 

1  Simons  v.  Lovell,  7  Heisk.  515,  opinion  by  Sneed,  J. 
*  Penn.  Stat.  April  22,  1846,  {  8. 
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statute.^  The  mere  fact  that  a  tenant  engaged  in  agriculture, 
whose  lease  has  not  expired,  contemplates  removing  from  the 
state  does  not  deprive  him  of  the  benefits  of  such  a  statute ; 
since,  while  he  in  fact  remains,  he  is  still  "  actually  engaged  in 
the  science  of  agriculture.*'* 

§  776.  Physician's  Horse  and  Bnggy.  —  A  physician's  huggy- 
wagon,  used  by  him  in  making  his  professional  journeys  in  the 
countiy,  is  exempt  as  being  a  part  of  the  necessary  team  of  a 
householder,  he  being  such.'  By  a  statute  of  Iowa  *«the  fol- 
lowing property  of  private  individuals  is  exempt  from  execution  : 
*  *  *  The  horse,  or  the  team,  consisting  of  not  more  than 
two  horses  or  mules,  or  two  yoke  of  cattle,  and  the  wagon  or 
other  vehicle,  with  the  proper  harness  or  tackle,  by  which  any  phy- 
sician, public  officer,  farmer,  teamster,  or  other  laborer  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
habitually  earns  his  living."*  This  statute  does  not  exempt  in 
the  hands  of  a  physician  a  horse  with  which  he  does  not  habitu- 
ally earn  his  living.  Thus,  if  he  has  two  horses,  and  uses  both 
in  performing  his  professional  journeys,  both  will  be  exempt. 
But  if  he  uses  but  one,  he  cannot  claim  as  exempt  the  other.* 
The  intention  with  which  a  physician  procured  a  buggy  is  imma^ 
terial.  The  test  is,  How  was  he  using  it  at  the  time  of  its  seiz- 
ure by  the  officer?  «« If,  at  the  time  of  the  seizure,  the  buggy 
was  the  vehicle  by  the  use  of  which  the  plaintiff,  as  a  physician, 
habitually  earned  his  living,  it  was  exempt  from  seizure,  irre- 
spective of  the  time  when,  or  the  motive  with  which,  the  plaint- 
iff might  have  procured  it."  And  an  instruction  to  a  jury 
assuming  the  contrary  is  error.* 

§  777.    Horse  of  Physician's  Wife  —  Female  Physician.  —  In 

the  preceding  case  the  debtor's  wife  claimed  to  be  also  a  physi- 
cian. Her  husband,  a  practicing  physician,  had  two  horses,  and 
the  court  below  found  that  the  one  levied  on  was  not  exempt, 

*  Springer  i;.  Lewis,  22  Pa,  St  191,  opinion  by  Woodward,  J. 
«  Ibid. 

»  Van  Buren  r.  Loper,  29  Barb.  889. 

*  Rev.  Iowa  1860,  J  3804. 

'  Corp  V,  Griswold,  27  Iowa,  379. 

*  Farner  i;.  Turner,  1  Iowa,  68. 
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and  that  he  did  not  claim  it  as  exempt.  It  was  held  that  she 
could  not  set  up  such  a  claim  after  the  levy  of  an  attachment, 
although  she  may  have  been  a  practicing  physician,  and  may 
have  needed  the  horse  in  her  practice.  But  the  grounds  of  this 
ruling  are  not  clearly  stated.^ 

§  778.  **  Owner"  of  Homestead.  —  A  statute  of  Ohio  secures 
a  certain  exemption  in  chattels  to  any  resident  of  the  state  being 
the  head  of  a  familv,  "and  not  the  owner  of  a  homestead."* 
The  statute  defining  the  homestead  exemption  provides  that  "  les- 
sees shall  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  owners  of  the  freehold  or  inheritance.'"  Construing 
these  two  statutes  together,  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state 
holds  that  a  tenant  holding  for  a  single  year  a  house,  stable,  and 
parcel  of  land,  and  not  claiming  the  same  as  his  homestead,  is 
not  *«the  owner  of  a  homestead"  so  as  to  be  deprived  of  the 
chattel  exemption.  Eeferring  to  the  clause  of  the  statute  last 
quoted,  the  court  said :  *«  This  clause  of  the  statute  is  designed 
for  the  benefit  of  the  debtor,  and  it  should  be  so  construed  as  to 
effectuate,  and  not  thwart,  its  object  and  policy.  And  yet  it  is 
obvious  that  if  all  lessees,  whatever  may  be  the  character  of  their 
buildings,  are  compelled  either  to  regard  and  claim  their  tenancy 
as  a  homestead  or  to  forego  the  benefit  alike  of  its  exemption 
and  the  further  exemption  of  personal  property  not  exceeding 
three  hundred  dollars  in  value,  then  the  mere  tenant  at  will  or 
by  sufferance,  dependent  entirely  on  the  mercy  of  his  landlord 
for  the  roof  that  shelters  himself  and  family,  may  be  placed  in  a 
worse  condition  than  the  head  of  a  family  who  has  no  pretense  to 
a  domicile  of  any  sort.  And  this  would  be  the  case  with  a  large 
class  of  *  croppers '  and  lessees  of  tenements  of  small  value  from 
month  to  month  and  from  year  to  year.  Such,  it  seems  to  us, 
could  not  have  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  ;  but  the  in- 
tention, we  think,  was  that  such  a  lessee  should  '  not  be  deprived 
of  the  benefit'  of  claiming  his  tenancy  as  a  homestead,  if  he  shall 
choose  so  to  claim  it ;  and,  if  he  shall  not  so  choose,  to  leave  him 

*  Corp  V.  Griswold,  27  Iowa,  380. 
>  4  Curwen*s  Stat  at  Large,  808& 

*  2  Curwen  Stat  1519. 
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the  benefit  of  holding  personalty  exempt  from  execution  not  ex- 
ceeding three  hundred  dolIai*s  in  value,  in  addition  to  other 
articles  exempted  by  other  statutes.  Any  other  construction,  it 
seems  to  us,  would  tend  to  defeat  the  beneficent  policy  of  the 
statute."  ^ 


ARTICLE  rv. — Statutes  KXEMPriNa  Earnings,  Salaries,  and  Choses 

IN  Action. 

§  780.  Earnings*  —  A  statute  which  exempts  from  seizure  for 
sixty  days  prior  to  the  issuing  of  process  ''the  earnings  of  all 
married  persons,  or  persons  who  have  to  provide  for  the  entire 
support  of  a  fjimily,"  is  said  to  include  **all  persons  who  sup- 
port themselves  by  the  labor  of  their  hands,  without  regard  to 
the  grade  of  such  labor,  or  the  degree  of  skill  and  experience 
required  in  its  performance."  The  correct  definition  of  the 
word  **  earnings  "  is  said  to  be  '*  the  gains  of  the  debtor  derived 
from  his  services  or  labor  without  the  aid  of  capital."  Accord- 
ingly, a  judgment-debtor  was  employed  by  the  Chamber  of  Com- 
merce of  Milwaukee  to  inspect  flour  when  requested  by  mer- 
chants, who  paid  him  therefor  a  certain  sum  per  barrel.  He 
employed  by  the  week  a  deputy  inspector,  a  laborer,  and  a 
book-keeper,  but  inspected  daily  himself,  passing  upon  every 
sample.  His  net  income  from  this  source  was  about  $2,500 
per  annum.  It  was  held  that  the  net  proceeds  of  his  business 
were  "earnings"  within  the  meaning  of  said  act.^  A  statute 
of  exemptions  which,  among  other  things,  recites  that  "the 
earnings  of  such  debtor  for  his  personal  services,  or  those 
of  his  family,  at  any  time  within  ninety  days  next  preceding 
the  levy,  are  also  exempt  from  execution," '  extends  to  the  earn- 
ings of  professional  men^  as  well  as  to  those  of  mechanics  and 
common  laborers.  It  therefore  protected  a  county  warrant  given 
to  a  physician  for  his  services.*    A  statute  which  exempts  from 

*  Colwell  V,  Carper,  15  Ohio  St  2S5,  opinion  by  Brinkerhoff,  C.  J. 
«  Brown  v.  Hebard,  20  Wis.  326. 

»  Rev.  Iowa  1860,  {  8307 ;  Code  1878,  {  8074. 

*  McCoy  V.  Connell,  40  Iowa,  457. 
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seizure  **  the  earnings  of  all  married  persons,  or  persons  who 
have  to  provide  for  the  entire  support  of  a  family,"  for  sixty 
days  next  preceding  the  issuing  of  process,  has  been  held  to  in- 
clude all  that  the  debtor  may  earn  within  that  time,  not  only  by 
his  own  personal  labor,  but  by  the  aid  of  his  exempt  teanij  wagon 
or  dray^  and  tackle} 

§  781.  Salaries  of  public  Officers* — The  unearned  salaries 
of  public  officers  are  not  attachable  imder  a  statute  subjecting  to 
attachment  a  debt  due  or  belonging  to  the  defendant;  *  but  this  is  a 
rule  of  public  policy,  and  not  a  statutory  restriction. 

§  782.  Garnishment  of  Wages.  —  A  statute  of  Illinois  pro- 
vides :  **  The  wages  and  services  of  a  defendant  being  the  head 
of  a  family  and  residing  with  the  same,  to  an  amount  not  exceed- 
ing $25,  shall  be  exempt  from  garnishment.  In  case  the  wages 
or  services  of  such  defendant  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee  shall 
exceed  $25,  judgment  shall  be  given  for  the  balance  above  that 
amount."*  Whether  a  creditor  can  reach  any  wages  of  a  judg- 
ment-debtor under  this  statute  is  determined  by  the  inquiry 
whether  the  employer  of  the  latter  owed  him  more  than  $25  at 
the  time  of  the  service  of  the  writ  of  garnishment.  If  he  did,  the 
excess  may  be  subjected ;  if  he  did  not,  the  creditor  can  get 
nothing.*  The  statute  has  no  reference  to  wages  earned  after  the 
service  of  the  writ  of  garnishment.  Therefore,  the  judgment- 
debtor  may  take  up  his  wages  as  he  earns  them,  and  the  garnishee 
may  safely  pay  them  to  him,  provided  the  amount  in  arrears  at 
any  time  do  not  exceed  $25.*^  Where  a  judgment-debtor,  at  the 
time  of  a  garnishment  of  his  wages,  is  engaged  at  a  salary  pay- 
able at  infrequent  intervals,  so  that  the  amounts  accumulated  at 
the  dates  agreed  upon  for  payment  would  exceed  $25,  he  may 
cancel  his  contract  and  reengage  with  the  garnishee  at  the  same 
salary,  but  payable  at  intervals  so  frequent  that  $25  will  not 

1  Kuntz  ».  Kinnev,  83  Wis.  610. 

2  Bundle  v.  Scheetz,  2  Miles,  83a 
>  Rev.  Stat  HI.  1874,  ch.  62,  {  14. 

«  Bliss  V,  Smith,  7S  DL  359 ;  Hoffhian  v.  Fitzwilliam,  81  III.  52L 
»  Ibid.    So  held  in  Davis  v.  Meredith,  4S  Mo.  268. 
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accumulate  in  the  hands  of  the  garnishee  at  any  one  time,  and 
thus  defeat  his  creditor.* 

§  783.  Ghoses  In  Actioii.  —  Under  a  statute  exempting  for 
the  support  of  the  families  of  poor  debtors  certain  specific  arti- 
cles, *«  and  such  other  property  as  the  freeholders  shall  deem 
necessary  for  the  comfort  and  support  of  the  debtor's  family  — 
such  other  property  not  to  exceed  in  value  fifty  dollars  at  cash 
value  '*  —  it  has  been  held  that  a  chose  in  action  (as,  a  judgment) 
cannot  be  assigned  to  the  debtor ;  because  '•  such  other  property  " 
must  be  understood  to  mean  property  like  that  which  had 
already  been  named.'  This  case  does  not  appear  to  be  supported 
by  good  reasons,  and  the  current  of  authority  is  against  it. 
Thus,  in  Illinois,  an  exemption  of  $100,  •*  suited  to  the  debtor's 
condition  in  life,"  enabled  the  debtor  to  claim  money  deposited 
in  bank.'  A  later  st^ute  of  North  Carolina,  without  naming  spe- 
cific articles,  simply  exempts  **  personal  property  of  the  value  of 
five  hundred  dollars,  to  be  selected  by  the  debtor."  This  in- 
cluded a  chose  in  action  —  such  as  a  promissory  note.*  So,  the 
Convention  which  framed  the  Constitution  of  Arkansas  adopted 
in  1868  abandoned  the  policy  of  exempting  specific  articles, 
which  had  formerly  obtained  in  that  state,  and  exempted  "the 
personal  property  of  any  resident  of  this  state  to  the  value  of 
two  thousand  dollars."  This  included  choses  in  action  —  as,  the 
avails  of  a  policy  of  insurance  after  loss.*  The  same  ruling  has 
been  made  under  a  similar  statute  in  Pennsylvania.*  Moneys 
levied  upon  by  garnishment,  or,  as  it  is  termed   in  Pennsyl- 

1  Hoffman  v,  Fitzwilliam,  81  HI.  522.  Two  things  wiU  be  observed  with  reference 
to  this  construction  of  this  statute :  first,  if,  at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  garnish- 
ment, the  employer  owes  the  employee  less  than  $25,  the  creditor  gets  nothing, 
although  the  employer  may  have  owed  the  debtor  $100  at  the  time  of  the  answer,  or 
at  any  time  between  the  service  of  the  writ  and  the  answer;  second,  the  debtor  may 
earn  $25  a  day,  yet  if  he  collect  his  wages  every  night  the  creditor  can  get  nothing. 
Thus,  a  collusive  arrangement  between  the  garnishee  and  the  debtor  may  convert  the 
statute  into  an  instrument  of  fraud  and  roguery. 

*  Ballard  v.  Waller,  7  Jones  L.  84. 

>  Fanning  v.  First  National  Bank,  76  IlL  58. 
«  Frost  t?.  Naylor,  68  K  C.  825. 
6  Probst  V,  Scott,  81  Ark.  652. 

•  £:>trouse'8  Exr.  o.  Becker,  44  Pa.  St.  206. 
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vniiiu,  under  an  *•  attachment  execution,"  may  be  claimed  as 
exempt.^ 

§  784.  Insurance  of  exempt  Properly  —  Avails  of  Poli<7 
exempt.  —  For  convenience  of  reference,  let  us  state  the  result 
of  some  of  the  foregoing  cases  in  another  way :  Under  statutes 
authorizing  the  debtor  to  select  such  personal  property  of  a  given 
value  as  he  desires  to  hold  as  exempt,  he  may  claim  the  avails  of 
a  policy  of  insurance  upon  property  which  has  been  destroyed  by 
fire  ;^  and  this  rule  applies  equally  in  case  of  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  his  dwelling,  exempt  as  a  homestead.' 

ARTICLE  V.  —  Op  Statutes  exempting  particular  Chattels. 

7.    Wearing  Apparel. 

§  786.     **  Necessary    wearing    Apparel  "  —  Ornaments*  — 

Under  the  statute  exempting  "  the  wearing  apparel  necessary  for 
the  debtor  and  his  family,"  a  cabinet-box  and  breast-pin  are  not 
protected  from  attachment.*  *' Articles  of  jewelry,"  said  the 
court,  «*  designed  to  be  worn  on  the  person  as  ornaments,  are 
not  wearing  apparel,  in  the  popular  sense  of  the  term.  As 
understood  in  its  ordinary  signification,  it  means  clothing  —  gar- 
ments worn  to  protect  the  person  from  exposure,  and  not  articles 
used  for  ornament  merely.     In  its  original  signification,  the  word 

*  apparel '  may  have  had  a  more  extensive  meaning,  including  not 
merely  vesture  —  habiliments  for  covering  the  person  —  but  all 
ornaments  and  decorations  worn  with  the  vesture.  The  exemp- 
tion, however,  under  the  statute  is  limited  to  the  wearing  apparel 

*  necessary  for  the  debtor  and  his  family.'  The  word  '  necessary,' 
as  here  used,  is  not  to  be  understood  in  its  most  rigid  sense,  im- 
plying something  indispensable,  but  as  equivalent  to  convenierU 
and  comfortable.  It  would  include  such  articles  of  dress  or 
clothing  ai  might  properly  be  considered  among  the  uecessarieSy 
in  contradistinction  to  the  luxuries,  of  life."* 

1  Strouse's  Ezr.  v,  Becker,  44  Pa.  St.  206;  a.  e.,  88  Pa.  Bt  190.    See,  post^  {862. 

*  Probst  V.  Scott,  81  Ark.  652 ;  Strouse's  Ezr.  v.  Becker,  44  Pa.  St  206. 
»  Houghton  V,  Lee,  50  Cal.  101. 

*  Towns  V,  Pratt,  88  N.  H.  845. 

^  Ibid,,  citing  Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Gush.  859. 
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§  787.  Clothing  for  Sunday*  —  In  another  case  it  is  said 
that  it  would  be  a  very  limited  construction  of  the  provision  of 
the  statute  *•  which  would  graduate  the  relief  by  the  provisions 
of  the  thermometer,  and  give  one  rule  for  a  cold,  another  for  a 
warm,  or  another  for  a  wet,  day.  The  *  wearing  apparel  necessary 
for  immediate  use'  must  be  such  an  amount  of  clothing  as  is 
necessary  to  meet  the  varying  changes  of  our  climate,  and  the 
customary  habits  and  ordinary  necessities  of  the  mass  i  of  the  peo- 
ple. The  clothing  worn  by  the  individual  while  about  his  daily 
toil  might  be  all  that  was  necessary  for  the  time,  but  be  wholly 
insufficient  when  such  labor  ceased  ;  and  the  clothing  suitable  and 
proper  for  days  of  labor  might  not  be  such  as  the  common  senti- 
ment of  the  community  would  deem  necessary  and  proper  for  use 
on  days  set  apart  for  religious  assembling  and  worship  —  a  com- 
mon privilege  which  our  law  accords  to  all,  and  which  it  deems 
necessary  to  all."  Hence  a  debtor  may  claim,  under  the  above 
provision,  not  only  '•  decent  and  comfortable  every-day  wearing 
apparel,"  but  also  *'a  full  suit,  suitable  to  wear  abroad,  or  to 
meeting,"  and  also  "  an  outside  or  great  coat,  *  *  *  at  all 
times  and  seasons  of  the  year."  ^ 

§  788.  Expensive  Apparel.  —  A  statute  of  New  Jersey  ex- 
empted from  execution  "all  wearing  apparel  the  property  of 
any  debtor  residing  in  this  state,"  without  reference  to  the  value 
of  it.'  Under  this  statute  a  lace  shawl,  of  the  value  of  $300, 
purchased  in  Paris,  was  held  to  be  wearing  apparel ;  and  whether 
it  was  of  greater  value  than  the  owner  ought  to  wear  in  her  con- 
dition in  life  could  not  be  inquired  into,  provided  it  was  bought 
for  her  use  before  the  judgment  or  claim.  '*The  only  inquiry 
which  could  be  made  is  whether  it  is  held  in  good  faith  as  wear- 
ing apparel,  or  purchased  for  the  purpose  of  putting  the  price 
beyond  the  reach  of  creditors."* 

§  789.  Unmanufactured  Cloth. — An  exemption  of  **  neces- 
sary wearing  apparel  "  extends  to  a  piece  of  cloth  and  trimmings 

»  Peverly  v.  Sayles,  10  N.  H.  856. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  N.  J.  1874,  p.  286,  {  10. 

*  Frazier  v.  Barnum,  19  N.  J.  Eq.  816,  Zabrislde,  Ch. 
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left  by  the  debtor  with  a  tailor  for  the  purpose  of  being  manu- 
factured into  a  necessary  garment  for  the  debtor.  Whatever 
difficulties  miffht  arise  in  case  of  cloth  in  the  earlv  stac^es  of 
manufacture,  such  as  flannel  before  it  is  fulled  and  dyed,  they 
do  not,  says  the  court,  exist  here.  •*  This  ch)th  was  not  merely 
made  or  purchased  for  clothing,  but  was  actually  appropriated 
to  that  purpose.  The  case  does  not,  therefore,  depend  upon  the 
mere  purpose  of  mind  of  the  debtor  to  make  such  use  of  it  at  a 
future  day,  but  an  actual  appropriation  of  it  to  the  purpose  of 
wearing  apparel.  To  be  useful  and  convenient  for  clothing,  the 
articles  needed  the  operation  of  the  tailor,  and  they  were  placed 
in  his  hands  to  be  made  into  a  coat.  Having  been  thus  appro- 
priated and  used,  it  assumes  the  character  of  clothing  for  the 
party,  and  is  within  the  exemption  given  by  the  statute."  ^ 

§  790.  Bags.  —  It  needed  a  judicial  decision  in  New  York  to 
convince  a  zealous  counselor  that  bags  in  which  vegetables  were 
being  carried  to  market  were  neither  wearing  apparel  nor  bed- 
ding within  the  statute  of  exemptions  of  New  York ;  ^  although, 
if  the  bags  had  consisted  of  a  pair  of  breeches  with  the  legs  tied, 
or  of  a  pair  of  pillow-cases,  they  probably  would  have  been  the 
one  or  the  other. 

2.   Arms, 

§  791.  Policy  and  Gonstmction  of  Statutes. — The  exempt- 
ing from  attachment  and  execution  of  the  arms  and  equipments 
of  members  of  the  militia  was  a  favorite  measure  with  our  state 
legislatures  many  years  ago,  when  the  militia  system  was  fos- 
tered as  it  is  not  now.'  Nevertheless,  the  courts  of  those  days 
seem  to  have  had  a  stricter  regard  for  the  sanctity  of  debts  than 
some  of  our  modem  tribunals  ;  and,  hence,  we  do  not  find  in  the 
early  Repoi*ts  as  many  instances  of  the  enlargement  of  the  exenip- 

^  Kichardson  v.  Buswell,  10  Mete.  506. 

»  Shaw  V,  Davis,  66  Barb.  889. 

*  Gen.  Stat  Conn.  1866,  ch.  14,  {  281 ;  Bev.  Iowa  1860,  p.  605,  {  8804;  Comp.  Laws 
Kan.  1862,  p.  706,  {  17 ;  Stat  Law  Ky.  1884,  p.  1188,  {  70 ;  Bev.  Stat  Mass.  1886,  p. 
689,  i  22;  Bev.  Stat  Mich.  1846,  p.  477,  {  27;  Bev.  Code  Miss.  1867,  p.  628,  J  280; 
Bev.  Code  N.  C.  1866,  p.  276,  J  8;  Stat  Law  N.  J.  1847,  p.  761,  J  80;  Bev.  Stat  N. 
H.  1848,  p.  160,  J  12 ;  2  Bev.  Stat  N.  Y.  1886,  p.  290,  J  22 ;  Code  Tenn.  1868,  i  2110; 
1  Bev.  Code  Va.  1819,  p.  680,  {  14 ;  Bev.  Stat  Y 1 1889,  p.  240,  {  18. 
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tion  laws  by  judicial  construction  as  in  those  of  more  recent 
date.  Thus,  where  a  statute  exempted  *•  the  troop-horse  of  each 
trooper,  duly  entered  and  registered  with  the  captain  of  the 
troop,"  and  gave  a  penalty  for  levying  upon  it,  this  language 
was  held  to  refer  to  the  registration  of  the  horse,  and  not  of  the 
trooper  —  since  a  trooper  is  enrolled^  not  registered;  and  proof 
that  the  horse  levied  upon  was  in  fact  the  horse  of  a  duly-enrolled 
trooper  would  not  entitle  him  to  recover  the  penalty,  without 
showing  further  that  the  horse  was  registered  as  required  by  the 
statute.^  In  the  absence  of  a  statute  exempting  arms  from  exe- 
cution, a  rifle-gun  is  not  exempt ;  but  it  might  possibly  be  if 
owned  by  a  frontiersman,  for  then  it  would  be  a  part  of  his 
necessary  tools  and  furniture.' 

§792.  Continued.  —  The  act  of  Congress  of  May  8,  1792,- 
provided  for  the  enrollment  of  **  each  and  every  free,  able-bodied, 
white  male  citizen  of  the  respective  states,"  of  a  given  age,  into 
the  militia,  and  recited  that  eveiy  citizen  so  enrolled  and  noti- 
fied shall,  within  six  months  thereafter,  provide  himself  with  a 
good  musket  or  firelock,  a  sufficient  bayonet  and  belt,  two  spare 
flints  and  a  knapsack,  a  pouch  with  a  box  therein  to'  contain  not 
less  than  twenty-four  cartridges,  suited  to  the  bore  of  his  musket 
or  firelock,  each  cartridge  to  contain  a  proper  quantity  of  powder 
and  ball ;  or,  with  a  good  rifle,  knapsack,  shot-pouch  and  pow- 
der-horn, twenty  balls  suited  to  the  bore  of  his  rifle,  and  a  quar- 
ter of  a  pound  of  powder."  ♦  ♦  ♦  «« And  every  citizen  so 
enrolled,  and  providing  himself  with  the  arms,  ammunition,  and 
accoutrements  required  as  aforesaid,  shall  hold  the  same  ex- 
empted from  all  suits,  distresses,  executions,  or  sales  for  debt  or 
for  the  payment  of  taxes."  The  4th  section  of  the  act  declares 
that  to  every  division  of  militia  there  shall  be  at  least  one  com- 
pany of  artillery,  each  private  of  which  shall  furnish  himself 
with  all  the  equipments  of  a  private  in  the  infantiy  until  proper 
ordnance  and  field  artillery  are  provided.'  Under  this  statute  it 
has  been  held  that  the  musket  of  a  private  in  an  ai*tillery  com- 

»  Southwell  V.  Harley,  8  Rich.  ISO. 

•  Choate  v.  Redding,  18  Texas,  679. 

»  1  U.  S.  Stat  at  Lai^e,  271,  272 ;  U.  8.  Rev.  Stat,  }  1628. 
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paiiy  is  exempt  from  execution,  his  company  not  having  been 
furnished  with  ordnance  and  artillery.^ 

8.  Household  Furniture, 

§  794.    << Household  Furniture" — Trunk  —  Cabinet-box. — 

The  expression  "household  furniture'*  is  understood  to  mean 
those  vessels,  utensils,  or  goods  which,  not  becoming  fixtures,  are 
designed  in  their  manufacture  originally  and  chiefly  for  the  use  of 
the  family,  as  instruments  of  the  household,  and  for  conducting 
and  managing  household  affairs.  A  trunk  is  not  such  an  article, 
because  *'  it  is  designed  for  and  adapted  to  the  use  of  the  traveler, 
as  such,  rather  than  the  householder."  Nor  is  a  cabinet^ox,  be- 
cause it  is  '*  an  article  designed,  in  its  material  and  workman- 
ship, rather  for  ornament  than  use,  and,  so  far  as  designed  for 
use,  intended  for  keeping  jewelry  and  other  small  articles  of 
value ;  thus  ministering  to  the  taste  of  the  owner  rather  than 
the  necessities  and  convenience  of  the  household."' 

§  795.  "Necessary  Household  Furniture."  —  In  a  statute 
exempting  certain  specific  articles,  and  also  **  other  household 
furniture  necessary  for  the  debtor  and  his  family,"  «*the  word 
*  necessary  *  is  not  used  in  its  most  rigid  sense,  as  something  ab- 
solutely indispensable,  and  without  which  the  debtor  cannot  live, 
but  something  so  essential  as  to  be  regarded  amongst  the  neces- 
saries of  life,  as  contradistinguished  from  luxuries."  A  phiin 
and  cheap  sofa  and  carpet  are  ''necessary,"  within  this  rule.* 
So,  the  word  *'  necessary,"  in  a  statute  exempting  ''  bedding  and 
household  furniture  necessary  for  supporting  life,"  *  while  it  ex- 
cludes supei'fiuities  and  articles  of  luxury,  was  not  intended  to 
denote  those  articles  of  furniture  merely  which  are  indispensable 
to  the  bare  subsistence  of  the  debtor  and  his  family,  but  em- 
braces those  things  which  are  requisite  to  enable  the  debtor  and 
his  family  to  live  in  a  convenient  and  comfortable  manner.^     But 

"  Crocker  v.  Hunt,  2  McCord,  852. 

«  Towns  V.  Pratt,  88  N.  H.  346. 

»  Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Cush.  869. 

*  See  Gen.  Stat  Conn.  1876,  p.  466,  J  10. 

^  Montague  v.  Richarddon,  24  Conn.  88S ;  Hitchcock  v.  Holmes,  48  Conn.  52S. 
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all  superfluities  and  articles  of  ornament  and  luxury  should  be 
avoided.^  Within  this  rule,  four  sets  of  lace  curtains  with  tassels, 
suspended  from  cornices  of  black  walnut,  of  the  value  of  $172  ;  a 
pier-glass,  with  base,  of  the  value  of  $125 ;  and  a  clock  with  a 
globe  over  it,  of  the  value  of  $50,  being  the  only  clock  of  the 
debtor,  have  been  held  subject  to  execution.*  The  number  of 
beds  which  will  be  allowed  a  debtor  as  necessary  will  not  be  lim- 
ited to  those  in  constant  use.  Six  beds,  remnants  of  the  furniture 
used  in  keeping  a  hotel,  were  not  deemed  too  many,  although  a 
less  number  would  have  accommodated  the  plaintiff  and  his  wife 
and  children.* 

§  796.  Necessity  most  be  shown.  —  A  statute  exempted  <^  the 
necessary  cooking-utensils  owned  by  any  person  being  a  house- 
holder. A  debtor  sued  an  officer  for  levying  upon  such  articles 
under  a  distress  warrant.  He  showed  that  he  was  a  householder, 
but  failed  in  his  suit  because  he  did  not  show  that  the  articles 
**  were  in  fact,  to  him,  iiecesaary  cooking-utensils.'*  It  was  not 
sufficient  merely  to  show  that  the  ailicles  levied  on  might  be 
useful  in  cooking ;  since  he  may  have  had  an  abundant  supply  of 
those  levied  on.* 

§  797.  FumituBe  of  Boarding-house  Keeper.  —  Under  the 
statute  lust  described  the  following  case  arose :  A  widow  who 
supported  herself  and  daughter  by  keeping  a  boarding-house  at 
Greenwich,  in  Connecticut,  owning  a  quantity  of  furniture  suit- 
able for  a  boarding-house,  took  a  furnished  house  for  a  year,  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  went  there  to  keep  boarders,  intend- 
ing to  return  to  Greenwich  at  the  end  of  the  year  and  resume 
her  business  there.  Her  furniture  was  stored,  in  the  meantime, 
in  Greenwich,  and  while  so  stored  was  attached  by  a  creditor. 
On  these  facts  it  was  held  (1)  that  the  furniture,  if  otherwise 
exempt,  did  not  become  open  to  attachment  by  reason  of  its 
being  stored  and  not  in  actual  use;  (2)  that  the  furniture  was 
not  exempt  as  being  necessary  for  the  use  of  her  boarders,  nor 

1  Hitchcock  «.  Holmes,  48  Conn.  628. 

*  HMwell  9.  Parsons,  15  Cal.  266. 

*  Van  Sickler  v.  Jacobs,  14  Johns.  484. 
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on  the  ground  that  the  boarders  were  a  part  of  her  family ;  (3) 
that  the  inquiry  is,  What  was  necessary  for  the  personal  comfort 
of  the  family  as  such?  but  that  the  term  **  family,"  in  this  case, 
was  not  limited  to  the  mother  and  daughter  alone,  but,  as  she 
was  keeping  boarders,  might  properly  include  a  servant,  and  in 
any  case  would  include  a  visitor,  or  a  dependent  relative  living 
in  the  family;  (4)  that,  in  determining  what  was  necessary 
household  furniture,  her  occupation  might  be  considered,  and  if 
her  keeping  boarders  made  it  necessary  for  her  to  have  more 
furniture  for  her  personal  use — as,  an  additional  bureau,  or  other 
like  convenience — such  additional  furniture  would  be  exempt.^ 

§  798.  Piano-forte.  —  A  statute  exempted  certain  specific 
articles  of  household  furniture,  and  "all  other  household  furni- 
ture not  herein  enumerated,  not  exceeding  two  hundred  dollars 
in  value."  The  clauses  quoted  did  not  extend  to  a  piano, 
although  it  was  worth  less  than  $200  ;  **  for  though  the  influence 
of  music  and  the  '  concord  of  sweet  sounds '  mav  be  of  a  refin- 
ing  and  elevating  character,  and  though  it  may  add  much  to  the 
pleasure  of  a  home,  still  the  object  of  the  exemption  laws  wjvs, 
not  to  surround  the  debtor  with  all  possible  pleasures  and  enjoy- 
ments at  the  expense  of  his  creditors,  but  simply  to  postpone 
the  claims  of  justice  to  those  of  mercy,  by  leaving  him  what  the 
Constitution  describes  as  the  '  necessary  comforts  of  a  home.'  "^ 
Nor  is  a  piano-forte  Avithin  a  statute  which  exempts  from  attach- 
ment and  execution  "  such  suitable  apparel,  bedding,  tools,  arms, 
and  articles  of  household  furniture  as  may  be  necessaiy  for  up- 
holding  life.*'  *  Such  an  instrument  would,  however,  if  belong- 
ing to  a  music  teacher  who  earned  his  living  by  its  use,  be  within 
a  statute  exempting  **  the  tools  and  implements  or  stock  in  trade 
of  any  mechanic,  miner,  or  other  person,  used  and  kept  for  the 
purpose  of  carrying  on  his  trade  or  business,  and  the  library  and 
implements  of  any  professional  man,  not  exceeding  two  hundred 
dollars  in  value."  * 

*  Weed  V.  Dayton,  40  Conn.  293. 
«  Tanner  v,  BiUings,  18  Wis.  163. 
»  Dunlap  V.  Edgerton,  80  Vt.  224. 

*  Ibid, ;  Amoud  e.  Murphy,  69  HI.  837. 
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4.   Domestic  Animals, 

$  800.  Ass  —  "  Horse,  Mule,  or  Yoke  of  Oxen.**  —  A  jackass 
of  the  value  of  $20,  used  by  a  farmer  in  tilling  the  soil,  is,  withiu 
the  meaning  of  an  exemption  law  of  Tennessee,  either  '*  a  horse, 
mule,  or  yoke  of  oxen,"  it  is  not  very  clear  which;  but,  seeing 
that  he  is  of  the  genus  equvs  —  *'  equvs  asinus'*  — it  seems  that 
he  is  to  be  classed  as  a  horse,  though  the  court  was  not  very  par- 
ticular about  the  classification,  being  clear  that  he  came  within 
the  reason  of  a  statute  designed  to  prevent  a  poor  farmer  from 

ft 

being  stripped  of  the  last  beast  used  in  tilling  the  ground.  *'  It 
was  held  by  this  court,  many  years  ago,  that  a  person  guilty  of 
mule-racing  along  a  public  road  was  indictable  under  a  statute 
against  horse-racing.  If,  in  a  criminal  case,  it  is  allowable  to 
hold  that  a  mule  is  a  horse,  if  he  is  used  in  racing  along  a  big 
road,  much  more  is  it  allowable  to  hold  that  a  jackass  used  for 
farming  purposes  is  either  a  horse,  mule,  or  ox."  ^  So,  a  mule 
is  a  horse  within  the  meaning  of  the  Texas  statute  of  exemp- 
tions.* The  term  "yoke  of  oxen,"  of  course,  includes  one  ox; 
and,  hence,  if  a  debtor,  otherwise  qualified,  has  but  one  ox,  it  is 
exempt  under  the  statute  above  quoted.' 

§  801.    "Oxen,"    ''Horses,**    or   "Mnles**  —  StaUion. — A 

statute  exempting  the  farming-utensils  and  implements  of  hus- 
bandry of  the  judgment-debtor  ;  also,  "two  oxen,  or  two  horses, 
or  two  mules,  and  their  harness ;  four  cows,  one  cart  or  was:on, 
and  food  for  such  oxen,  horses,  cows,  or  mules  for  one  month,"  * 
applies  exclusively  to  judgment-debtors  who  are  fiirmers,*  and  is 
intended  to  secure  to  the  farmer  the  means  of  carrying  on  his 
particular  vocation.  It,  therefore,  does  not  include  a  stallion 
not  used  for  service  on  a  farm,  but  kept  for  the  service  of  mares. 
"If  a  contrary  construction  of  this  provision  were  to  prevail,  a 
farmer  in  failins:  circumstances  might  invest  his  whole  estate  in 
two  valuable  stallions,  worth  $10,000  or  $20,000  each,  with  no 

1  Richardson  v.  Duncan,  2  Heisk.  220,  opinion  by  Nicholson,  G.  J. 

*  AUison  V.  Brookshire,  88  Texas,  199. 

•  "Wolfenbai^r  v.  Standifer,  8  Sneed,  669. 

*  Pr.  Act  Cal.,  {  219 ;  1  Code  Civ.  Proc  Cal.  690. 

•  Brusie  v.  Griffith,  84  Cal.  805 ;  Robert  v.  Adams,  88  Cal.  888. 
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intention  whatever  to  use  them  for  farming  puiposes,  and,  by 
claiming  them  as  exempt  from  execution,  might  defraud  his 
creditors,  under  color  of  law,  to  a  large  amount.  The  benevo- 
lent design  of  the  statute  might  thus  be  perverted  to  purposes 
of  the  grossest  fraud."  ^ 

§  802 .  «  Work-horse  ♦»  —  Colt — Stallion. — The  word  *  *  work- 
horse," in  a  statute  of  exemptions,  is  understood  to  mean  '*  one 
that  performs  the  common  drudgery  of  the  homestead  —  as,  to 
haul  wood,  to  draw  the  plow,  to  carry  the  family  to  the  church, 
•  *  *  either  under  the  saddle  or  in  traces.  It  is  not  neces- 
sary that  he  shall  have  performed  this  service ;  if  he  has  per- 
formed a  part  of  it,  and  is  intended  as  such  a  drudge,  it  is  quite 
sufficient  to  bring  him  within  the  exemption  of  the  statute.  If 
the  law  were  otherwise,  then  a  horse  purchased  for  the  purpose 
of  being  used  in  traces  or  harness  whenever  the  family  requires 
it,  if  he  had  not  been  broke  to  these,  would  be  subject  to  levy 
and  sale,  though  he  had  performed  important  service  under  the 
saddle  for  the  family.  And  this,  too,  when  it  is  known  that  the 
docility  of  the  horse  is,  in  general,  such  that  there  are  but  few 
that  cannot  be  induced  to  draw  kindly.  It  might  so  happen 
that  no  member  of  the  family,  either  from  bad  health  or  other 
cause,  was  able  to  drive  a  plow  or  cart  ;  yet,  if  the  only  horse 
belonging  to  its  head  were  used  to  ride  to  mill,  to  carry  the 
children  to  school,  and  in  other  equally  necessary  or  convenient 
service,  surely  it  would  not  be  insisted  that  he  was  subject  to 
execution  because  he  had  never  drawn  in  the  traces  or  shafts."' 
A  stallion  kept  in  the  prosecution  of  a  business  or  livelihood,  out- 
side of  the  wants  and  requirements  of  the  family,  is  not  exempt 
as  a  **  work -horse  ;"  but  otherwise  if  used,  also,  in  the  ordinary 
service  of  the  family  —  and  whether  so  used  or  not  is  a  question 
for  the  jury.'  A  Mississippi  case  goes  still  further,  and  holds 
that  a  jury  may  presume,  without  evidence,  that  a  certain  horse 
was  a  «*  plow-horse."*     A  statute  of  Tennessee  exempted  from 

1  Robert  v.  Adams,  88  Cal.  888,  opinion  by  Crockett,  J. 

'  Noland  v.  Wickham,  9  Ala.  169 ;  approved  in  AUman  v,  Gann,  29  Ala.  242. 

*  Allman  v.  Gann,  supra, 

*  Matthews  v.  Redwine,  26  Miss.  99. 
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execution,  among  other  things,  •*  one  farm-horse."^  A  subse- 
quent aot,  passed  to  enlarge  the  provisions  of  this  act,  provided 
that,  **  in  addition  to  the  articles  heretofore  exempt,'*  there 
should  be  exempt  ceilain  other  articles,  and  ''  that  the  provisions 
of  this  act  securing  property  to  the  heads  of  fiEkmilies  shall  be 
construed  and  taken  to  extend  to  and  embrace  the  heads  of  each 
and  eveiy  family,  of  whatever  vocation  or  calling.*'*  It  was  held 
that  the  spirit  of  this  amendment  would  exempt  a  horse  in  the 
hands  of  persons  not  engaged  in  farming,  and  that  it  was, 
hence,  unnecessary  that  it  should  be  a  farm-horse  —  a  stud-horse 
would  do.' 

§  803.  Calves  are  Co^s  or  Oxen.  —  A  **  liberal  and  practical 
construction  "  extended  to  a  statute  of  exemptions  declared  to  be 
*•  charitable  and  in  the  cause  of  humanity,"  has  converted  a  two- 
year-old  heifer,  forward  with  calf,  into  a  cow ;  *  has  subjected  to 
the  same  transfonnation  a  heifer  not  two  years  old  till  the  fol- 
lowing spring,  and  not  with  calf;  *  has  promoted  two  steer  calves 
nine  months  old  to  the  dignity  of  '•  a  yoke  of  oxen  or  steers,"  • 
so  that  the  debtor  was  entitled  to  an  exemption  of  sufficient  for- 
age to  keep  them  through  the  winter ;  ^  and  has  converted  a  steer 
twenty  months  old,  not  broke  to  the  yoke,  but  intended  to  be, 
into  a  member  of  a  yoke  of  oxen.'    But  a  colt  four  mouths  old 

»  Act  1883,  ch.  80,  J  1. 
s  Act  1842,  ch.  44. 

*  Tipton  V.  PickeDB,  1  Swan,  25. 

*  Dow  V.  Smith,  7  Vt  466. 

»  Freeman  v.  Carpenter,  10  Vt  488 ;  Carrath  v.  Grassie,  11  Gray,  211.  "  When  a 
right  is  granted,"  said  Shaw,  0.  J.,  **  either  by  an  individual  or  by  a  statute,  the 
means  of  securing  the  right  are  also  granted  by  implication.  If  it  were  necessary  to 
the  exemption  that  the  animal  should  be  actually  giving  milk  at  the  time,  then  almost 
any  cow  must  be  liable  to  be  taken  in  execution  at  some  time  of  the  year.  The  court 
are  of  the  opinion  that  if  the  debtor  has  honestly  taken  a  heifer  calf  with  the  expecta- 
tion and  purpose  of  keeping  her  for  a  cow,  she  is  within  the  true  and  equitable  mean- 
ing of  the  statute." 

•  Gen.  Stafc  Vt  (App.  1870),  ch.  47,  {  18. 

f  Mundell  v.  Hammond,  40  Yt  641.  The  court  was  certain  that  *'they  are  none 
the  less  steers  because  they  are  calves.  They  are  calf  steers,  or  steer  calves.  *  *  * 
These  steers  were  not  heifers,  they  were  not  bulls,  and,  therefore,  must  be  steers." 
Per  Peck,  J. 

•  Mallory  v.  Beny»  16  Sjul  298. 
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is  not  exempt  from  execution,  as  forming,  with  its  dam,  a  **  span 
of  horses,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  Wisconsin  statute.^ 

§  804.  Two  Cows,  one  mortgaged  or  leased.  —  A  statute  of 
Massachusetts  exempts  from  execution  one  cow.'  Where  a 
debtor  had  two  cows,  one  of  them  mortgaged,  it  was  held  that  he 
could  claim  as  exempt  the  one  not  mortgaged  ;  since  the  statute 
must  \>e  construed  beneficially  to  the  debtor,  and  a  contrary  rule 
would  leave  him  in  a  worse  position  than  if  he  had  but  one  cow 
with  a  full  title.'  But  under  a  statute  exempting  from  execution 
**  one  cow,"  **  owned  by  or  in  the  possession  of  any  debtor,"  if 
the  debtor  had  two  cows,  one  of  which  he  owned  and  the  other 
of  which  he  held  under  a  lease  for  a  limited  period  of  time,  the 
one  of  which  he  was  absolute  owner  was  not  exempt.*  The  court 
reasons  that  his  leasehold  interest  in  the  other  cow  was  a  vested 
interest,  subject  to  execution.^  Having,  then,  a  vendible  interest 
in  both  cows,  and  the  statute  not  having  given  him  a  right  of 
election,  it  was  for  the  constable,  and  not  him,  to  say  which  one 
should  be  sold.  Besides,  ^'the  exemption  extends  to  ailicles 
'  owned  by  or  in  the  possession  of  any  debtor ;'  so  that,  without 
changing  the  disjunctive  conjunction  *or'  into  the  copulative 
conjunction  '  and,'  the  exempted  articles  cannot  be  confined  to 
such  as  the  debtor  is  the  absolute  owner  of.  It  is  clearly  8uf-< 
ficient  that  the  articles  are  in  his  possession,  and  that  he  has  a 
right  to  use  them  for  his  own  benefit."  • 

§805,  "Team"  Includes  what.  —  A  **team,"  within  the 
meaning  of  the  New  York  statute,  includes  one  or  two  horses, 
with  their  harness,  and  the  vehicle  to  which  they  are  customarily 
attached  for  use.^    A  wagon  cannot,  therefore,  be  taken  in  exe^ 

■ 

1  Ames  V.  Martin,  6  Wis.  861. 
s  Bey.  Stat  Mass.,  ch.  97,  {  22. 
»  Tryon  v.  Mansir,  2  Allen,  219. 

*  Lindsey  v.  PuUer,  10  Watta,  144. 

'  Citing  Gordon  v.  Harper,  7  Term  Bep.  9 ;  Ward  v,  Maeauley,  4  Term  Bep.  489, 

*  Ibid,,  per  Kennedy,  J. 

f  Hutchinson  v.  Ohamberlin,  UK.  Y. Leg. Obs. 248 ;  Harthoose  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer, 
606 ;  Dains  v.  Prosser,  82  Barb.  290;  Van  Buren  «.  Loper,  29  Barb.  889;  Eastman  v. 
Caswell,  8  How.  Pr.  76  (overruling  Morse  v.  Eeyes,  6  How.  Pr.  18) ;  Brown  v.  Davis, 
9  Hun,  48. 
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cution  if  it  is  part  of  a  team,*  nor  a  buggy- wagon,'  nor  a  cart,' 
nor  a  horse,*  provided  the  whole  team  is  within  the  statutory 
limit  as  to  value  ;*  otherwise,  it  can.*  Although  Webster  defines 
a  team  as  two  or  more  horses,  oxen,  or  other  beasts  harnessed 
together  to  the  same  vehicle  for  drawing,  yet  the  New  York 
courts  have  not  seen  fit  to  rely  upon  lexicography  alone,  but 
hold  tiiat  there  may  be  such  a  thing  as  a  one-horse  team,  and  that 
a  single  horse,  if  used  with  a  vehicle  for  hauling,  is  exempt  as  a 
part  of  a  team.^  *'  If  this  were  not  so,  a  man  so  poor  that  he 
could  procure  but  a  single  horse  to  assist  in  supporting  his  family 
could  not  have  the  benefit  of  the  exemption.  But  if  he  had  two 
horses,  they  would  be  protected  only  while  in  actual  use  ;  because, 
to  make  a  team,  ii  is  as  necessary  that  the  horses  should  be  har- 
nessed together  as  that  there  should  be  more  than  one.  Again, 
suppose  that  while  two  horses  are  harnessed  together,  and  in 
actual  use,  one  of  them  should  meet  with  an  accident  and  be 
killed,  or  be  suddenly  taken  sick  and  die,  the  other  would  thereby 
become  instantly  liable  to  be  seized  for  debt.  Such  a  construc- 
tion should  be  put  upon  the  law,  if  possible,  as  to  make  it  reason- 
ably effective  in  accomplishing  the  obvious  iutent  of  its  enact- 
ment." ®  So,  the  terms  of  the  same  statute  include,  not  only  the 
horse  and  harness,  but  also  the  cart,  with  which  a  public  carman, 
being  a  householder,  makes  his  livings  their  aggregate  value  not 
being  above  the  statutory  limit.*  It  likewise  includes  the  buggy- 
wagon  of  a  physician^  used  by  him  in  making  his  professional 
journeys.^®  *'  What  constitutes  a  team  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  must  depend  very  much  upon  the  fact  whether  it  is 
commonly  used,  and  may  be  used,  as  such.  *  *  *  If  a 
debtor  has  but  one  horse,  and  hires  another  to  work  with  it,  and 

^  Dains  v,  Prosser,  82  Barb.  290 ;  HatchinBon  v.  Chamberlin,  supra, 
s  Van  Buren  v,  Loper,  29  Barb.  88S. 

*  Harthouse  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer,  608.. 

*  Fiimin  v.  Malloy,  88  N.  T.  Sup.  Ct  889. 
6  Ibid. 

*  Brown  v.  Davia,  9  Hun,  48. 

^  Hutchinson  ».  Chamberlin,  11  N.  T.  Leg.  Obs.  248 ;  Harthouse  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer, 
606 ;  Lockwood  v,  Younglove,  27  Barb.  505 ;  Wilcox  v,  Hawley,  81  N.  Y.  656. 
^  Hutchinson  v.  Chamberlin,  supra,  opinion  by  Selden,  J. 
•  Harthouse  v.  Bikers,  1  Duer,  606. 
^  Van  Buren  v,  Loper,  29  Barb.  889 ;  compare  Corp  t^.  Griswold  27  Iowa,  879. 
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the  two  make  up  the  team  which  he  usually  works,  there  can  be 
no  doubt  •  ♦  •  that  his  own  horse,  which  is  his  interest  in 
the  team,  if  within  the  prescribed  value,  is  protected."  * 

§  806.  Continued  —  What  Debtor  must  show.  —  In  an  ac- 
tion by  a  debtor  against  an  officer  for  levying  upon  his  horse,  it 
is  sufficient,  under  the  New  York  statute,  for  the  plaintiff  to  show 
that  the  horse  constituted  his  team  ;  that  he  was  a  householder ; 
and  that  his  household  furniture,  workman's  tools,  and  team  did 
not  in  the  aggregate  exceed  in  value  the  sum  of  $250.'  It  is  un- 
necessary, after  he  has  shown  that  he  had  no  other  business  from 
which  to  obtain  a  livelihood,  except  from  the  use  of  the  horse, 
for  him  to  show  whether  he  had  any  arrangements  made  for 
the  use  of  the  horse  in  the  future,  or  what  use  he  intended 
to  put  him  to.  Such  an  inquiry  is  wholly  immaterial.'  A 
debtor  claiming  two  mules  under  a  statute  exempting  "two 
horses,  oxen,  or  mules,  by  which  a  cartman,  teamster,  or  other 
laborer  habitually  earns  his  living,"  must  show  that  he  habitually 
earns  his  living  by  the  use  of  the  animals  in  question.* 

§  807.  "Horse**  includes  Saddle,  etc,  —  A  statute  exempt- 
ing **one  horse"*  has  been  held  to  include  a  saddle,  bridle, 
stake-rope,  and  mai*tingale,  although  the  latter  articles  were  not 
mentioned  in  the  statute ;  since,  said  the  court,  **  by  a  fair  con- 
struction the  grant  in  the  statute  must  include,  not  only  the  ob- 
ject itself,  but  everything  absolutely  essential  to  its  beneficial 
enjoyment.  As,  for  instance,  the  grant  of  five  milch  cows  must 
include  the  calves  during  the  season  of  milking,  though  this  is  not 
expressed  in  the  act.  Implements  of  husbandry,  and  tools,  appa- 
ratus, etc.,  belonging  to  a  trade  or  profession,  are  reserved.  Now, 
what  more  necessary  implement  of  husbandry  than  a  bridle  to  a 
plow-horse?  Or  what  more  necessary  apparatus  can  there  be  to 
any  trade  than  a  saddle  to  the  owner  of  a  horse,  and  especially 
in  this  state,  where,  as  a  general  rule,  every   muu   rides,  and 

1  Lockwood  V.  Younglove,  27  Barb.  607,  ftr  Johnson,  J. 

•  Wilcox  «.  Hawley,  81  N.  T.  666. 
»  Ibid. 

«  Calboan  v.  KnigH  10  Cal.  898. 

•  Hart  Dig.  Stat.  Texas,  art.  127a 
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where  there  i8  more  necessity  for  such  service  from  the  horse  than 
in  other  states?  A  bridle  and  saddle  are  as  indispensable  to  the 
use  of  a  horse  as  a  yoke  is  to  a  pair  of  oxen.  They  must  be  re- 
garded as  included  within  the  grant,  and  as,  consequently,  ex- 
empt from  execution.  But  these  articles  must  be  of  a  phiin 
description.''  * 

6.    Vehicles, 

§  809.  "  Wagon  **  includes  what.  —  The  word  "  wagon  "  ' 
<*  should  be  construed  in  the  most  popular  and  general  sense, 
and  should  include  all  four-wheeled  vehicles,  whether  covered  or 
placed  upon  springs,  and  for  whatever  use  they  may  be  employed, 
whether  for  the  transportation  of  property  or  persons.  The  in- 
tention of  the  Legislature  was  to  protect  all  laboring  citizens  in 
the  pursuit  of  their  occupations,  and  a  correct  construction  of  the 
law  would  seem  to  protect  the  drayman  and  cartman  in  the  pos- 
session of  their  vehicles,  although  they  do  not  come  within  the 
strict  definition  of  the  word  *  wagon.*  '*  It  was  therefore  held 
that  a  vehicle  ^<  used  by  its  owner  sometimes  as  a  hack  for  the 
transportation  of  passengers,  and  sometimes  as  a  wagon  for 
the  transportation  of  wood,  cotton,  and  corn,"  was  exempt.' 
And  so  is  a  pleasure-carriage,  if  it  is  the  only  vehicle  which  the 
debtor  has.*  But  in  California  it  is  held  that  the  term  '*  wagon," 
in  such  a  statute,  is  intended  to  mean  a  common  vehicle  for  the 
transportation  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  of  all  descrip- 
tions. A  hackney "Coachy  used  for  the  conveyance  of  passengers, 
is  a  different  article,  and  does  not  come  within  the  equity  or 
literal  meaning  of  the  statute.* 

§  810.  "Cart." — A  statute  exempting  "one  ox  or  horse- 
cart"  embraces  a  four-wheeled  ox-wagon  used  in  farming.  '<A 
four-wheeled  vehicle  suited  to  the  ordinary  purposes  of  hus- 
bandry, drawn  by  oxen  and  employed  in  the  same  uses  to  which 
carts,  in  the  common  acceptation  of  the  term,  are  appropriated, 

^  Cobb  V.   Coleman,  14  Texas,  699,  opinion  by  Hemphill,  C.  J.    A  "  horse  and 
Tope  *'  were  held  exempt  in  Dearborn  v.  Phillips,  21  Texas,  451. 
«  Stat  Texas  November  10,  1866;  2  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  {  6881. 

>  Rogers  v,  Ferguson,  82  Texas,  538,  opinion  by  Dennison,  J. 
«  Nichols  V.  Claiborne,  89  Texas,  868. 

>  Quigley  v.  Gbrham,  6  CaL  418. 

645 


§812  STATUTES   EXEMPTING  PABTICULAB   CHATTELS. 

is  protected  by  the  statute  from  levy  and  sale.  This  would  not 
exempt  pleasure-carriages,  nor  those  larger  wagons  drawn  by 
horses,  or  even  oxen,  and  employed  solely  in  the  carrying  trade  ; 
but  only  such  caits  or  wagons  were  within  the  contemplation  of 
the  Legislature  as  were  suitable  to  be  employed  about  the 
domestic  establishment  in  garnering  crops,  hauling  wood,  rails, 
and  the  like.  This  construction  does  no  violence  to  the  meaning 
of  the  word  « cart,'  but  adopts  its  general,  rather  than  its  primary, 
as  well  as  ordinary,  meaning,  for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to 
the  plain  object  and  intention  of  the  Legislature,  excluding  from 
the  class  implied  by  the  general  designation  such  vehicles  as  were 
not  within  the  legislative  contemplation."* 

6.  Provisions^  Forage^  and  other  necessary  Articles. 

§  812.  Things  « necessary  for  upholding  Life/*  —  This  ex- 
pression in  a  statute  of  exemptions  is  construed  to  extend  to 
things  of  convenience  and  comfort^  and  to  things  suitable  to  the 
condition  of  a  person  in  society ;  and  is  not  confined  to  things 
absolutely  necessary  for  mere  subsistence.'  A  brass  iime-'piece 
is  exempt  from  execution  as  **  an  article  of  household  furniture 
necessary  for  upholding  life.*"  But  bl  piano-foi'te  is  not.*  A 
cooking-stove  was,  even  at  the  time  when  it  was  a  new  invention 
and  not  generally  in  use,  and  although  the  owner  had,  besides 
the  stove,  **  a  fire-place,  chimney,  and  oven,'*  and  **  all  the 
necessary  utensils  for  cooking ;  *'  since  the  words  *•  necessary  for 
upholding  life  "  meant  **that  necessity  which  originally  induced 
the  possessor  to  purchase  the  article  for  actual  domestic  use."  • 
Some  years  later,  when  the  cooking-stove  had  become  **an 
ailicle  of  permanent  necessity,"  the  same  couit  was  able  to 
hold  it  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  without  resorting  to  a 
strained  construction.*  Under  the  same  statute  it  was  held  that 
such  fai^ming-tools  as  are  used  by  hand  and  are  convenient  and 
useful,  procured  by  a  person  whose  principal   occupation  was 

>  Fftvers  v.  Glass,  22  Ala.  624. 

'  Lea^itt  v.  Metcalf;  2  Yt.  842 ;  Garrett  v.  Patchin,  29  Yt  24S ;  Montague  v.  Ridi- 
ardson,  24  Conn.  888. 
»  Ihid, 
«  Dunlap  V.  Edgerton,  80  Yt  224.    But  see,  9upra,  }  798. 

*  Croker  o.  Spencer,  2  D.  Chip.  68. 

•  Hart  V.  Hyde,  6  Yt  828. 
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shoe-making,  but  who  carried  on  farming  to  a  limited  extent,  not 
being  extravngant,  and  such  mechanical  tools  of  a  similar  char- 
acter as  are  indispensable  for  repairing  farming-tools,  are  •*  suit- 
able*' tools  **  necessary  for  upholding  life.'*  Accordingly,  a 
shovel,  spade,  dung-fork,  three  pitchforks,  a  scythe  and  snath, 
potato-hook,  hog-hook,  common  ax,  broad-ax,  adz,  hatchet, 
and  five  augers,  belonging  to  a  person  whose  principal  business 
was  shoe-making,  but  who  lived  rather  isolated,  and  did  his  owi^ 
mending  or  tinkering  of  sleds,  ox-yokes,  etc.,  were  held  exempt 
from  attachment.^ 

§  813.    "Necessary    Food'* — Necessary  for  liow  long.  —  A 

statute  of  New  York  exempts  from  execution  *'  all  sheep,  to  the 
number  of  ten,  with  their  fleeces,  and  the  yarn  or  cloth  manufact- 
ured from  the  same ;  one  cow,  two  swine,  the  necessary  food  for 
them  ;  all  necessary  pork,  beef,  fish,  flour,  and  vegetables  actually 
provided  for  family  use ;  and  necessary  fuel  for  the  use  of  the 
family  for  sixty  days."  *  The  restriction  to  sixty  days  is  held  to 
apply  only  to  fuel.  The  court  says  that  the  clause  asto  **  pork, 
beef,  fish,  flour,  and  vegetables"  will  cover  and  protect  such  a 
quantity  of  the  specified  articles  as  is  usually  laid  up  for  one  year ; 
or,  rather,  such  a  quantity  as  will  be  necessary  for  the  family  until 
the  next  annual  period  for  laying  up  such  provisions.  As  to 
food  for  cows  and  sheep,  the  statute  gives  no  other  rule  than  that 
it  shall  be  **  necessary."  This,  like  all  other  statutes,  must  re- 
ceive such  a  reasonable  construction  as  will  best  answer  the  end 
which  the  Legislature  had  in  view.'  It  does  not  mean  "  neces- 
sary "  food  for  a  single  day,  nor  does  it  mean  food  for  five  years. 
In  the  summer  months,  when  cattle  and  sheep  are  depasturing, 
no  such  food  as  the  statute  contemplates  is  necessary,  and  proba- 
bly none  is  protected.  But  after  the  grass  is  cut  and  converted 
into  hay,  it  seems  that  so  much  is  exempt  as  will  be  necessary 
for  the  next  foddering  season.  As  swine  are  usuallyffatteiied 
and  killed  in  the  fall  or  early  in  the  winter,  the  inquiry  as  to  the 
food  for  them  should  be  limited  to  that  period.* 

1  Garrett  v.  Patchin,  29  V t  248. 

s  2  Kev.  Stat  N.  Y.  225,  {  169,  and  p.  867,  {  22 ;  2  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Laige,  880, 
I  22,  subsec  4. 

*  See,  to  this  point,  HaU  v.  Penny,  11  Wend.  44. 

*  FarreU  v,  Higley,  HiU  &  Denio,  87,  opinion  by  Bronson,  J. 
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§  814.  Necessary  Food  for  Stock.  —  A  statute  of  Michigan, 
after  exempting  from  execution  certain  animals,  provided  that 
there  should  also  be  exempt  **  a  sufficient  quantity  of  hay,  grain, 
feed,  and  roots  for  properly  keeping  for  six  months**  such  ani- 
mals.^ A  statute  of  Wisconsin  exempted  from  execution  certain 
animals,  and  then  exempted  '^  the  necessary  food  for  all  the  stock 
mentioned  in  this  section  for  one  year's  support."*  These  stat- 
utes have  been  held  not  to  exempt  food  for  animals  which  the 
debtor  did  not  possess,  and  had  no  present  purpose  of  obtaining.' 
Keferring  to  the  above,  it  is  seen  that  the  Revised  Statutes  ex- 
empted **  one  cow  and  two  swine,**  and  **  the  necessary  food  for 
them.'*     A  subsequent  statute  enacted  that,  in  addition  to  the 


1  Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  1867,  ch.  181,  {  27,  subsec.  9. 

*  Rev.  Stat  Wia.  1868,  cb.  184,  {  81,  subseo.  7. 

*  Cowan  V.  Main,  24  Wis.  569 ;  King  o.  Moore,  10  Micb.  688.  Tbe  Wisconsin  coart 
says :  **  Tbe  exemption  of  tbe  food  was  doubtless  made  in  order  to  render  that  of  tbe 
animals  practically  beneficial ;  and  when  tbe  debtor  has  not  the  animals,  and  no  inten- 
tion or  purpose  of  immediately  obtaining  them,  he  needs  not  the  food.  It  is  certainly 
not  necessary  for  the  support  of  animals  which  the  debtor  does  not  possess,  and  does 
not  intend  or  expect  to  own.  The  circuit  judge  seemed  to  think  that  it  would  involTe 
a  manifest  absurdity  to  hold  that  because  a  debtor  had  not  all  the  property  exempt,  or 
because  he  might  have  part  of  it,  he  might  be  stripped  of  a  portion  of  that  which  he 
had,  or  which  remained ;  and  that,  if  he  was  so  unfortunate  as  to  lose  his  cows,  his 
team,  or  other  exempt  animals,  by  theft  or  death  one  day,  the  sheriff  might  levy,  on 
the  next  day,  upon  the  food  prepared  for  them,  even  while  he  was  in  pursuit  of  otiiers. 
But  the  real  question  obviously  is,  Is  it  the  intention  of  the  statute  to  exempt  food  for 
the  support  of  animals  which  the  debtor  does  not  possess,  and  has  no  present  purpose 
of  obtaining?  In  tbe  case  suggested  by  the  circuit  judge,  where  a  party  had  lost  his 
animals  by  death  or  theft,  and  was  in  pursuit  of  other  animals,  for  the  support  of 
which  tbe  food  provided  might  be  necessary,  tbe  object  of  exempting  the  food  would 
still  exist;  for  if  the  debtor  had  not  the  animals,  he  soon,  doubtless,  would  ha^e 
them,  when  the  food  would  be  required  to  support  them.  But  not  so  where  he  had 
not  tbe  animals,  and  had  no  present  intention  or  purpose  of  acquiring  them."  Cowan 
V.  Main,  24  Wis.  670,  opinion  by  Cole,  J.  The  Michigan  court  reason  in  the  same 
way :  *'  The  exemption  is  given  to  render  that  of  the  animals  practically  beneficial, 
as  it  would  be  of  little  use  to  exempt  the  animals  if  the  food  necessary  for  their  sus- 
tenance were  liable  to  be  taken  from  tbe  owner.  But  if  the  debtor  have  none  of  tbe 
animals  specified,  the  reason  for  exempting  food  for  them  wholly  fails.  If  he  has 
none  of  the  animals  which  tbe  statute  exempts,  there  is  nothing  upon  which  this 
exemption  of  animals  can  operate ;  and  the  exemption  of  food  for  such  animals,  which 
is  dependent  upon  it,  fails  with  it.  If  the  statute,  in  cases  where  tbe  debtor  has  not 
the  full  amount  of  the  property  exempted  by  this  section,  had  provided  an  exemption 
of  money  or  other  property  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  him  to  purchase  enough  to 
make  up  the  deficiency,  there  might  be  good  reason  for  holding  the  feed  of  tbe  animals 
exempted,  though  he  had  not  the  animals  at  the  time  of  the  levy;  but  the  statute  has 
adopted  no  such  principle."    King  v.  Moore,  10  Mich.  640,  opinion  by  Christiancy,  J* 

648 


UNGATHBRED   CBOPS.  §  816 

articles  already  exempt,  there  should  also  be  exempt  "  a  team, 
•  •  •  to  the  value  of  not  exceeding  one  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars/'  but  said  nothing  about  food  for  such  team.  It  was 
held  that  the  courts  could  not  ingraft  such  an  exception  upon 
the  stiitute.* 

§  815.  Provisions  for  Family  Use  —  Corn-sacks  —  Right  to 
sell  Indian  Com* — A  statute  exempting  ^'all  such  provisions 
as  may  be  on  hand  for  family  use/'  in  Arkansas,  includes  a 
quantity  of  Indian  com.  **It  is  certainly  not  an  unreasonably 
liberal  construction  of  this  statute  to  hold  that  com,  so  generally 
used  in  this  country  for  bread,  is  embraced  by  the  term  ^ro- 
vmoTw.'*  *  But  a  statute  exempting  **  all  necessary  vegetables 
actually  provided  for  family  use ''  •  did  not  protect  from  levy 
the  sacks  in  which  such  vegetables  were  being  carried  to 
market.^  "Vegetables  actually  provided  for  family  use'*  are 
none  the  less  exempt,  under  the  above  statute,  because  the  debtor 
is,  when  they  are  levied  on,  in  the  act  of  taking  them  to  market 
to  exchange  for  other  articles  ofnecessity  for  his  family.* 

§  816.   Ungathered   Crops  —  **  Necessary   Vegetables."  —  A 

statute  exempting  "necessary  vegetables  actually  provided  for 
family  use  "  •  includes  potatoes  raised  by  a  householder,  and  in 
the  ground,  not  dug,  the  quantity  not  exceeding  that  necessary 
for  his  family.  It  is  not  necessary  that  vegetables  should  be 
gathered  and  laid  up  in  store  before  they  can  be  considered  as 
having  been  provided  for  family  use;  "they  will  be  protected 
in  any  stage  of  the  process  of  obtaining  them  for  family  use, 
whether  by  planting  them  or  in  any  other  way.**  ^  But  the 
judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Michigan  were  equally  divided 
upon  the  question  whether  a  statute  exempting  "provisions  for 
the  necessary  subsistence  of  the  family  for  six  months"^  pro- 

Bue  V.  Alter,  6  Dezdo,  119. 

Atkinson  v.  Catcher,  28  Ark.  108. 

2  Bev.  Stat  N.  Y.  880,  {  22,  subsea  4. 

Shaw  V.  Davis,  56  Barb.  890. 

IHd, 

2  Bey.  Stat  N.  Y.  867,  {  22,  subsec  4. 

Carpenter  v.  Herrington,  25  Wend.  870,  opinion  by  Nelson,  C.  J. 

Comp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  1857,  {  4465,  subsec.  6. 
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tected  from  levy  growing  crops  of  com  and  potatoes,  recently 
planted,  and  which,  at  the  time  of  the  levy,  had  just  become  visi- 
ble above  the  ground.^  In  Delaware  it  has  beea  held  that 
peaches  upon  trees  cannot  be  levied  upon  under  a  fieii  fadas^ 
since  they  are  a  part  of  the  realty.' 

$  817.  Manufactured  Glofh.  —  A  statute  exempting  all  the 
spun  yarn  and  manufactured  cloth  and  carpeting  manufactured 
by  the  family,  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  fSamily,  exempted 
manufactured  cloth  necessary  for  the  use  of  the  &mily,  whether 
manufactured  by  the  family  or  not.  "The  statute  did  not  in- 
tend to  discriminate  in  its  protection  of  this  necessary  article 
between  such  families  as  had  a  spinning-wheel  and  loom,  and 
could  use  them  for  the  manufacture  of  their  necessary  clothing, 
and  others  who,  being  unskilled  in  their  use  or  too  poor  to  buy 
them,  should,  by  their  labor  in  other  modes,  purchase  the  yam 
and  pay  for  its  manufacture  into  cloth  necessary  fol:  that  use. 
The  material  point,  in  view  of  the  statute,  is  that  the  cloth  shall 
be  for  the  use  of  the  family,  and  that  it  shall  be  necessary  for 
that  use."' 

1  King  V.  Moore,  10  Mich.  58S. 

*  The  State  v.  Gemmill,  1  Houst  9.    See  Hennan  on  Ez.  |  218.    • 

•  SimB  V.  Reed.  12  B.  Mon.  61. 
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CHAPTER  XV. 

CLAIMINO    AND    SELECnNG   THE    DEBTOR'S    CHATTEL    EXEMPTION. 

ARTICLE  L — Ik  Cask  ov  Libvy  or  Exbcution'  ob  Attachicbkt. 

SxoTiON  820.   The  Right  of  Exemption,  a  personal  Privilege,  which  must  be  claimed, 

821.  Duty  of  levying  Officers. 

822.  Estoppel  by  falling  to  claim  at  Execution  Sale. 

828.  Application  of  this  Principle  to  Sales  of  exempt  Property. 

824.   Illustrations. 

826.  How  in  Case  of  concurrent  and  successive  Executions. 

826.  How  in  Case  of  Property  attached. 

827.  How  in  Case  of  Foreclosure  of  Mortgage. 

828.  How  in  Case  of  Proceedings  supplementary  to  ExecutiozL 

829.  Who  may  claim. 

880.  What  will  excuse  Failure  to  claim. 

881.  Duty  of  selecting. 

882.  Debtor  must  elect. 

838.  When  Selection  unnecessary. 

884.  Manner  of  claiming  and  selecting. 

886.   Claim  and  Selection  may  be  made  by  ParoL 

886.  Effect  of  Statute  requirmg  Affidavit 

837.  Continued — Defects  in  Affidavit  and  Inventory. 

838.  No  Estoppel  for  failing  to  claim  exempted  Money  of  Sherifll 
889.  Time  when  Selection  must  be  made. 

840.  Delivery  Bond  no  Estoppel. 

841.  Agreement  as  to  Sale  no  Estoppel. 

842.  Whether  Deception  by  Debtor  works  EstoppeL 
848-846.  Right  of  Debtor  to  select 

846.  Limitations  upon  the  Right— Property  suited  to  the  Debtor's  Condi- 

tion in  Life. 

847.  Right  confined  to  Property  within  the  County. 

848.  Waiver  of  Right  to  select 

849.  Concealing  or  with  withholding  Property  equivalent  to  Election. 

860.  Right  of  Selection  under  successive  Statutes. 

861.  In  Michigan,  Officer  must  make  Inventory  and  Selection. 

862.  Officer  levying  upon  exempt  Property  liable  for  Misdemeanor. 
868.  In  New  Jersey,  not  liable  for  levying  merely. 

864.  Allotment  by  Appraisers — Defects. 

866.  Second  Appraisement 

866.  Debtor  cannot  claim  two  Exemptions. 

867.  AlUer  in  Case  of  perishable  Articles. 

868.  GK>ods  set  apart  as  exempt  and  afterwards  conftased  ^th  other  Gk>od^ 

869.  Effect  of  Limitation  as  to  Value. 
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ABTICLE  n. — Ik  Oasx  ot  GAVinsmnart  PRocxKDnras. 

SxCTiOK  860.  Exemption  where  Property  is  attached  by  Gamishment. 

861.  Duty  of  levying  Officer  in  such  Case. 

862.  In  Pennsylvania,  Debtor  must  daini. 
868.  And  Garnishee  need  not  claim  for  him. 

864-866.  But  Courts  not  agreed  on  this  Point — Gkumishment  of  Wages  in  an* 
other  State. 
867.  Evasion  of  Exemption  Law — Garnishment  of  Wages  in  another  Stat* 
^Bemedy. 

ARTICLE  I.  — In  Case  of  Lett  of  Execution  or  Attachment. 

§  820.  The  Bight  of  Ezemptioii  a  personal  Privilege^  which 
must  be  claimed*  —  Several  courts  hold  that  the  right  of  a  debtor 
to  hold  certain  personal  property  exempt  from  attachment,  dis* 
tress,  or  execution  is  a  oiere  personal  privilege,  which,  if  not 
claimed  by  the  debtor  before  the  property  is  sold,  is  forever  lost.* 
The  reason  of  this  requirement  has  been  well  expressed  in^  a 
case  in  New  York :  **Prima  facie^  all  property  is  liable  to  exe- 
cution, and  it  is  the  duty  of  the  constable,  in  the  first  instance,  to 
make  the  levy.  He  cannot  know  intuitively  what  property  is 
exempt,  nor,  indeed,  that  the  exemption  will  be  claimed  if  it  is. 
Exemption  is  a  personal  privilege,  and  must  be  claimed  by  the 
party  entitled  to  it,  or  it  will  be  deemed  in  law  as  waived,  and 
the  constable  justified  in  his  act  of  taking  and  selling." '  On 
the  other  hand,  there  are  cases  which  hold  that  the  levying  officer 
is  obliged  to  take  notice  of  the  debtor's  right  of  exemption,  and 
that,  if  he  proceeds  in  disregard  of  it,  he  acts  at  his  peril.*  Thus, 
where  the   debtor  did   not  specificaUy  designate  any  articles 

1  Gresham  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  874;  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  80  Ala.  226;  Lindley 
V.  KiUer,  67  BL  244;  The  State  v.  Melogue,  9  Ind.  196;  The  State  v.  Manly,  16 
Ind.  8;  Perkins  v.  Bragg,  29  Ind.  607;  Gregory  v,  Latchem,  68  Ind.  449;  Tullis 
V.  Orthwein,  6  Minn.  877;  Howland  v.  Fuller,  8  Minn.  60;  Orr  v.  Box,  22  Minn. 
487;  Twinam  o.  Swart^  4  Lans.  268;  Dains  v.  Prosser,  82  Barb.  291;  Baker  t;. 
Brintnall,  62  Barb.  188;  Smith  v.  Hill,  22  Barb.  666;  Seaman  v.  Luce,  28  Barb. 
240;  Conley  v.  Chilcote,  26  Ohio  St  820;  BuU  v.  Green,  29  Ohio  St  667;  Frost 
V.  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270;  Bair  o.  Steinman,  62  Pa.  St  428;  Strouse's  Ezr.  «.  Becker, 
44  Pa.  St  206;  Strouse's  Exr.  o.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St  190;  Dodson's  Appeal,  26  Pa. 
St  282 ;  Miller's  Appeal,  16  Pa.  St  800. 

>  Twinam  v.  Swart,  supra.  Potter,  J.  To* the  same  effect  see  Dains  «.  Prosser, 
9upra;  Seaman  o.  Luce,  28  Barb.  260. 

*  Perry  V.  Lewis,  49  Miss.  448;  ante,  2  689. 
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claimed  as  exempt,  and  where  a  sheriff  failed  to  take  the  decision 
of  three  citizens,  under  a  statute  permitting  him  to  do  this  where 
the  right  of  the  debtor  to  an  exemption  was  in  doubt,  if  the  levy 
was  unlawfully  made,  he  was  liable,  either  in  trespass  or  case.^ 

§  821.  Dal7  of  levying  OfGlcers.  —  Several .  courts  also  hold, 
with  undoubted  propriety  and  good  sense,  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  levying  officer  to  notify  the  debtor  of  his  rights.'  He  cannot 
justify  himself  in  thi*owing  upon  a  debtor,  frequently  ignorant 
and  alarmed,  the  onus  of  claiming  his  exemption,  and,  in  case 
he  fails  to  do  this,  in  stripping  him  of  propei*ty  which  the  statute 
reserves  to  him.  And  when  the  debtor  has  several  articles  of  a 
kind  such  as  are  exempt,  and  is,  hence,  entitled  to  select  which 
one  he  will  retain,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  require  him  to 
make  his  selection  at  the  time  of  the  levy.'  One  of  the  depart- 
ments of  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York  has  laid  down  the 
rule  that  it  is  not  incumbent  upon  the  officer  before  he  makes 
his  levy  to  notify  the  debtor  that  he  has  an  execution  which  he 
is  about  to  levy,  and  that  he  (the  debtor)  is  required  to  elect 
which  of  the  apparently  exempt  property  he  will  claim  as  ex- 
empt ;  nor  to  leave,  to  the  amount  of  $150,  such  property  as  the 
debtor  designates.  Such  a  rule,  it  was  said,  would  operate  to 
deprive  the  officer  of  the  power  of  properly  executing  his  proc- 
ess. The  correct  rule  is  said  to  be  that  the  debtor  has  a  right  to 
elect  what  property,  not  exceeding  the  statutory  limit  of  value, 
he  will  retain ;  that  such  election  must  be  made  at  the  time,  or 
within  a  reasonable  time  after  notice  from  the  officer  that  he  has 
made  a  levy ;  and  that,  in  default  of  such  election  and  notice  to 
the  officer,  the  debtor  cannot  recover  damages  for  a  wrongful 
conversion  of  the  property.*  The  omission  of  the  words  **  except 
such  as  is  by  law  exempt  from  execution,"  in  a  writ  oi  fiei'i  fa^ 
ciaSf  confers  no  authority  upon  the  officer  to  disregard  the 
debtor's  exemptioA.     The  officer  is  bound  to  know  what  prop- 

*  Perry  v,  Lewis,  49  Miss.  443. 

.*  The  State  v,  Komer,  44  Mo.  99;  The  State  v.  Barada,  67  Mo.  662 ;  Oooko.  Soott,  6 
BL  841 ;  MoCloskey  v.  McNeely,  S  111.  678 ;  PyeU  v.  Rhea,  6  Heiak.  187. 
'  Pyett  V,  Rhea,  $upra. 

*  Seaman  v.  Luce,  23  Barb.  240.    See,  to  the  same  effect,  Smith  v.  Blade,  67  BarK 
641 ;  Lockwood  v,  Younglove,  27  Barb.  606,  608,  per  Johnson,  J* 
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erty  is  exempt,  and  to  regard  the  law  in  that  behalf;  and  if  he 
levies  such  an  exeeutiou  upon  exempt  property,  he  will  be  liable 
to  an  action.^ 

§  822.   Estoppel  by  fallingr  to   claim  at  Bxeention  Sale. — 

There  is  said  to  be  *•  a  negative  fraud  in  imposing  a  false  appre- 
hension on  another  by  silence,  where  silence  is  treacherously 
expressive."'  Out  of  this  consideration  arises  the  doctrine  of 
estoppel  in  paiSj  or  estoppel  by  conduct,  which  "  stands  upon 
the  ground  that  the  party  against  whom  it  is  alleged  has  deceived 
the  party  claiming  the  estoppel  into  the  belief  that  a  certain  state 
of  facts  is  true ;  and  the  former,  having  induced  the  latter  to  act 
upon  such  belief,  is  denied  thereafter  the  right  of  disputing  the 
truth  of  the  representations  made." '  A  recent  writer  of  much 
learning  and  discrimination  has  enumerated  the  following  as  the 
elements  which,  generally  speaking,  must  concur  to  create  this 
kind  of  an  estoppel :  first,  there  must  have  been  a  misrepresen- 
tation concerning  material  facts  ;  second,  the  representation  must 
have  been  made  with  a  knowledge  of  the  facts ;  third,  the  party 
to  whom  it  was  made  must  have  been  ignorant  of  the  truth  of  the 
matter ;  fourth,  it  must  have  been  made  with  the  intention  that 
it  should  be  acted  upon ;  fifth,  it  must  have  been  acted  upon.* 
"The  rule  of  law,"  said  Lord  Denman,  '*is  clear  that,  where 
one,  by  his  words  or  conduct,  willfully  causes  another  to  believe 
the  existence  of  a  certain  state  of  things,  and  induces  him  to  act 
on  that  belief  so  as  to  alter  his  own  previous  position,  the  former 
is  concluded  from  averring  against  the  latter  a  different  state  of 
things  as  existing  at  the  time."  ^  In  a  subsequent  case  the  same 
distinguished  judge  laid  down  the  rule  in  broader  terms,  thus : 
**  A  party  who  negligently  or  culpably  stands  by  and  allows  an- 
other to  contract  on  the  faith  and  understanding  of  a  fact  which 
he  can  contradict,  cannot  afterwards  dispute  that  fact  in  an  action 
against  the  person  whom  he  has  himself  assisted  in  deceiving."^ 

1  Maxwell  v.  Reed,  7  Wis.  682. 
>  Boberte  on  Fraud,  180. 
»  Big.  on  Fraud,  488. 

*  Big.  on  Estop.,  2d  ed.,  487 ;  Big.  on  Fraud,  488. 
.•  Pickard  v.  Sean,  6  Ad.  &  E.  469. 

•  Gregg  V.  Wells,  10  Ad.  &  E.  90. 
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Perhaps  the  most  frequent  application  of  this  principle  to  be  met 
with  in  the  books  is  that  where  the  owner  of  goods  stands  by 
and  voluntarily  allows  another  to  treat  them  as  his  own,  by  which 
means  a  third  person  is  induced,  bona  fide^  to  become  the  pur- 
chaser of  them  ;  in  which  case  the  real  owner  cannot  recover  from 
the  purchaser.^  This  rule  has  been  frequently  applied  to  the 
conduct  of  defendants  at  execution  sales .^ 

§  823.  Application  of  tliis  Principle  to  Sales  of  exempt 
Property.  —  Does  this  principle  apply  so  as  to  preclude  a  debtor 
who  stands  by  and  suffers  his  chattels  to  be  sold  under  an  execu- 
tion, without  asserting  his  exemption,  from  afterwards  claiming 
the  goods  of  the  purchaser?  From  what  is  elsewhere  seen  in  this 
chapter,  it  is  obvious  that  different  courts  will  answer  this  ques- 
tion differently.  Those  courts  which  hold  that  the  chattel  exemp- 
tion is  a  mere  personal  privilege,  which  is  lost  unless  asserted  by 
the  debtor  before  the  execution  sale,  will  have  no  difficulty  in  an- 
swering it  in  the  affirmative.  But  the  familiar  doctrine  that  es- 
toppels bind  not  only  pailies,  but  also  privies  in  blood  and  estate,' 
will  evidently  not  be  extended  so  as  to  permit  the  declarations  or 
acts  in  pais  of  the  head  of  a  family  to  conclude  the  rights  which 
the  other  members  of  it  have  under  the  exemption  laws,  in  the 
view  of  those  courts  which  hold  that  he  cannot  release  such  rights 
by  express  contract;^  since  if  one  man  cannot  confer  upon 
another  a  given  right,  by  his  deliberate  contract,  founded  on  a 
valuable  consideration,  he  evidently  cannot  confer  it  by  parol 
declarations  or  mere  negative  silence,  where  there  is  no  consid- 
eration. In  other  words,  a  right  which  I  cannot  part  with  by  ex- 
press contract,  because  it  is  only  in  part  mine,  I  cannot,  for  the 
same  reason,  lose  by  estoppel  in  consequence  of  my  own  act  or 
failure  to  act.  But,  although  the  settled  rule  in  New  York  is 
that  the  head  of  a  family  cannot,  by  contract,  even  in  the  instru- 

1  Pickard  v.  Sean,  6  Ad.  &  Ei  469 ;  Gregg  v.  Wells,  10  Ad.  &  SI.  90 ;  Thompson  «. 
Blanchard,  4  N.  Y.  808. 

>  Epley  r.  Witherow,  7  Watts,  168 ;  Oarr  v.  Wallace,  7  Watts,  894;  Reid  v,  Heas- 
ley,  2  B.  Mon.  254;  Smith  9.  Hill,  22  Barb.  656;  Twinam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  268. 

*  White  V.  Patten,  24  Pick.  824 ;  Wark  v.  WiUaid,  18  N.  H.  889 ;  Carver  o.  Jack- 
son, 4  Pet  85 ;  Bush  o.  Cooper,  18  How.  85. 

*  Ante,  2  441  et  aeqi. 
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ment  by  which  a  debt  is  created,  waive  the  benefits  of  the  exemp- 
tion laws,^  one  of  the  departments  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  has  held  that  he  may  commit  such  acts  or  make  such  decla- 
rations at  the  time  of  the  execution  sale  as  will  estop  him  from 
afterwards  claiming  the  property  of  a  bona-fide  purchaser,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  by  law  exempt  from  execution  ^  —  a  conclusion 
which  seems  clearly  untenable.  The  debtor  in  this  case  was  an 
unmarried  woman,  but  a  **  housekeeper.''  She  repeatedly  de- 
nied the  ownership  of  the  chattels,  and  asserted  that  they  belonged 
to  her  brother.  She  was  present  at  the  sale,  and  forbade  its 
taking  place,  but  not  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was  not 
hers.  She  never,  in  fact,  suggested  the  idea  of  exemption  until 
after  the  sale,  when  she  brought  an  action  against  the  purchaser 
for  the  recovery  of  the  property  upon  this  ground.  The  court 
held  that  her  conduct  amounted  to  a  fraud  upon  the  purchaser 
such  as  would  estop  her  from  setting  up  this  claim  as  against 
him.'  But  in  Kentucky,  where  a  married  woman,  her  husband 
being  absent  from  the  state,  stood  by  and  suffered  his  chattels  to 
be  sold  at  judicial  sale,  without  claiming  the  exemption,  this  did 
not  estop  her  from  claiming,  after  the  subsequent  death  of  her 
husband,  her  widow's  exemption  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
in  court.  And  the  case  was  not  altered  by  the  fact  that  her 
brother-in-law,  a  lawyer,  was  present  advising  her  at  the  time  of 
the  sale.^ 

§  824.  Ulitstrations.  —  The  former  Code  of  Alabama  provided 
that  certain  enumerated  property  **  may  be  permanently  retained 
for  the  use  of  every  family  ii;  the  state,  exempt  from  levy  and 
sale  by  any  legal  process."*  This  statute  was  construed  as  not 
creating  an  absolute  exemption.  The  right  to  **  retain"  one  of 
the  enumerated  chattels  was  not  complete  until  it  was  asserted. 
If  not  asserted  before  a  sale  of  the  chattel  under  the  execution, 
the  right  was  lost.^    It  has  been  held  in  New  York  that  the 

1  Ardt,  {  448. 

*  Twinam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  268. 
»  Ibid. 

«  Myers  v.  Fonyth,  10  Bush,  894. 
B  Code  Ala.  1852,  {  2462. 

•  Gresham  v.  Walker,  10  Ala.  870;  Simpson  «.  Simpson,  80  Ala.  226. 
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assignee  of  a  jud^ent-debtor,  although  claiming  under  a  general 
assignment  which  does  not  except  exempt  property,  cannot  claim 
property  as  exempt  from  execution  after  having  stood  by  at  the 
time  of  sale  and  made  no  claim  to  the  property  as  assignee.^ 

§  825.  How  In  case  of  oonourrent  and  sacoessiye  Bxecn- 
tions.  —  It  is  no  doubt  a  correct  rule  that  where  several  exe- 
cutions come  against  a  debtor,  in  the  hands  of  the  same  officer, 
he  is  not  required  to  claim  his  exemption  as  against  each  execu- 
tion ;  but  one  claim  will  be  sufficient  for  all.'  But  in  Penn- 
sylvania, that  the  debtor  must  claim  his  exemption  as  against 
every  successive  execution  creditor;'  since  *'the  exemption  is 
not  given  against  creditors  in  general,  nor  against  judgment- 
creditors,  but  against  ^  levy  and  sale  on  execution,  or  distress 
for  rent.*  "  If  not  so  claimed,  one  creditor  may  levy  on  goods 
that  have  been  appraised  and  set  apart  under  the  process  of 
another  creditor.*  Thus,  where  a  debtor's  land  was  levied  on 
and  he  claimed  the  exemption,  and  an  appraisement  was  made, 
but  no  sale  effected  under  that  execution,  and  afterwards  another 
creditor  levied  upon  a  part  of  the  same  land  and  sold  it,  without 
the  debtor  having  given  the  notice  and  made  the  claim  under  the 
latter  execution,  it  was  held  that  he  had  waived  his  right,  and 
was  not  entitled  to  claim  $300  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale.* 
A  Jieri  facias  was  issued  on  a  judgment  and  land  levied  on,  the 
defendant  waiving  an  inquisition  and  making  no  claim  for  exemp- 
tion ;  fiei'i  facias  were  issued  afterwards  on  two  other  judgments, 
levies  made,  and  exemption  claimed ;  writs  of  venditioni  exponas 
were  issued  in  each  case,  and*  the  land  sold  under  the  three  at 
the  same  time.  It  was  held  that  each  execution  was  as  much 
the  instrument  of  the  sale  as  the  others,  and  the  defendant  was 
entitled  to  his  exemption.  The  first  fieri  facias  was  on  a  judg- 
ment subsequent  to  the  judgment  of  the  second  j€m  facias^  and 
the  third  fieri  facias  on  a  judgment  subsequent  to  both.     The 

>  Smith  V.  Hill,  22  Barb.  666. 

*  BechtePs  Appeal,  2  Grant  Cas.  875. 

*  Strouse'B  Ezr.  v,  Becker,  88  Pa.  St  190;  Dodson's  Appeal,  25  Pa.  St  282; 
BecbteVs  Appeal,  supra;  Line's  Appeal,  2  Grant  Gas.  197. 

*  Strouse's  !Ezr.  v.  Becker,  supra, 
ft  Dodson's  Appeal,  tupra, 
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court  held  that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  his  exemption  only 
as  against  the  third  judgment,  his  omission  to  claim  under  the 
second  judgment  precluding  him  from  any  claim  against  the 
first.* 

§  826.  How  in  Case  of  Properly  attached.  — The  order  for 
the  sale  of  property  which  has  been  attached  is  a  final  judgment, 
beyond  which  the  oflBcer  is  not  required  to  look,  and  behind 
which  the  defendant  cannot  go,  in  order  to  assert  his  right  to 
claim  the  property  as  exempt  from  sale.  In  such  a  case  the 
remedy  of  the  debtor  is  to  set  up  his  claim  to  hold  the  property 
as  exempt,  in  the  court  from  which  the  attachment  was  issued* 
After  final  judgment  is  rendered  against  the  defendant,  and  the 
property  attached  is  ordered  to  be  sold,  it  is  too  late  for  the 
defendant  to  set  up  such  a  claim.* 

§  827.  How  in  Case  of  Foreclosure  of  Mortsragre.  —  This 
principle  applies  with  increased  propriety  to  the  case  of  prop- 
erty which  a  debtor  has  voluntarily  pledged  to  his  creditor, 
and  which  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction  has  specifically 
adjudged  to  be  sold.  Accordingly,  a  mortgi^eor  cannot,  after 
the  mortgaged  property  has  been  ordered  to  be  sold  on  fore- 
closure, claim  it  as  exempt  from  execution.' 

§  828.  How  in  Case  of  Proceedings  supplementary  to  Exe- 
cution.—  The  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana,  in  a  late  case,  whilst 
admitting  that  as  to  executions  at  law,  which  are  aimed  at  no 
particular  property,  but  at  the  property  of  the  defendant  gen- 
erally, and  where  it  is  not  shown  upon  their  face,  nor  by  the 
judgments  upon  which  they  are  issued,  that  the  judgment  de- 
fendant is  a  resident  householder,  nor  that  he  may  not  have 
property  in  excess  of  the  amount  exempt  from  execution,  the 
debtor  must  claim  his  exemption,  or  it  will  be  deemed  waived ; 
yet  holds  that  this  does  not  apply  in  an  equitable  proceeding  — 
such  as  a  statutory  proceeding  supplementary  to  an  execution  — 
seeking  specific  property,  where  the  finding  is  that  the  defendant 

I  HcCreary'B  Appeal,  74  Fa.  St.  194. 

«  The  State  v.  Manly,  16  Ind.  8. 

*  Slaughter  v,  Detiney,  15  Ind.  49 ;  ante,  2  717  et  aeq, 
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is  a  resident  householder,  and  shows  that  he  has  no  property 
subject  to  execution  over  the  amount  exempt  by  law.  The  court 
will  not,  in  such  a  case,  grant  the  plaintiff  relief  against  which  it 
is  apparent  that  the  defendant  has  a  good  defense  at  law ;  but, 
having  jurisdiction  of  the  whole  matter,  will  grant  entire  relief.^ 

§  829.  Who  may  claim. — Any  person  authorized  to  take  the 
charge,  care,  oversight,  and  protection  of  the  property  and  rights 
of  the  debtor  during  his  temporary  absence  —  and,  especially, 
one  of  his  children  of  suitable  age,*  or  his  wife  and  counsel*  — 
is  competent  to  claim  for  him  the  benefit  of  the  statute.  Where 
chattels  exempt  from  execution  have  been  conveyed  in  trust  to 
secure  a  debt,  and  another  creditor  levies  his  execution  upon 
them,  the  trustee  cannot  claim,  as  against  this  execution,  the 
privilege  of  his  grantor  under  the  statute  of  exemptions.*  A 
statute  of  Ohio  provides  that  "  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  resident 
of  Ohio  being  the  head  of  a  family,  and  not  the  owner  of  a 
homestead,  to  hold  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  ♦  ♦  ♦  per- 
sonal property  to  be  selected  by  such  person^  his  agent,  or  attor- 
ney," etc.  In  a  careful  opinion,,  examining  other  provisions  of 
the  statute,  it  has  been  held  that  the  loife  has  such  an  interest  in 
this  exemption  as  entitles  her  to  make  the  selection.^  A  sub- 
tenant or  assignee  of  a  tenant,  who  has  not  been  recognized  as 
such  by  the  landlord,  cannot  claim  the  benefit  of  the  exemption 
law,  as  against  a  distress  for  rent,  where  the  goods  are  levied  on 
as  those  of  the  original  lessee,  by  whom  no  claim  for  the  exemp- 
tion is  made.  Neither  the  relation  of  landlord  and  tenant  nor 
that  of  debtor  and  creditor  exists  between  the  landlord  and  such 
assignee.  The  latter  is  in  the  position  of  a  stranger  whose  goods, 
happening  to  be  on  the  landlord's  premises,  have  been  distrained.* 
It  seems,  however,  that  the  tenant  himself  might  have  demanded 
the  exemption  ;  for  the  Pennsylvania  statute  exempts  three  hun- 
dred dollars'  worth  of  property  **  owned  by  or  in  possession  of 

1  Wallace  v.  Lawyer,  64  Ind.  509. 
«  WiUon  V.  McElroy,  82  Pa.  St  82. 
»  Waugh  p.  Burket,  8  Grant  Caa.  819. 

*  Terry  v,  Wilson,  68  Mo.  493. 

*  Began  v.  Zeeb,  28  Ohio  St  488.    This  right  was  conferred  upon  the  wife  by  stat- 
ute after  the  rights  here  in  litigation  accrued.    70  Laws  Ohio,  51.    See  {  748,  tuUe, 

<  Bosenberger  v.  HaUowell,  86  Pa.  St  869. 
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the  debtor."  The  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  understands  thitf 
to  mean  property  owned  by  an  execution  debtor,  and  either 
owned  by  or  in  possession  of  a  tenant  against  whom  a  distress 
for  rent  may  come ;  for,  as  the  landlord  has  the  power  to  dis- 
train any  property  which  he  may  happen  to  find  on  the  premises, 
even  that  of  a  stranger,  it  was  necessary  to  exempt  property  in 
the  tenant's  possession,  irrespective  of  its  ownership,  in  order 
to  make  the  exemption  co-extensive  with  the  right.^ 

§  830.  Wbat  will  excuse  Failure  to  dalnL  —  The  debtor 
may  be  precluded  by  circumstances  beyond  his  control  from 
claiming  the  benefit  of  the  statute  at  the  proper  time ;  as  where, 
at  the  time  of  the  sale,  he  is  necessarily  absent  on  account  of 
sickness  of  members  of  his  family.^ 

§  831.  Dnty  of  selectingr.  —  Closely  allied  with  the  duty  of 
formally  claiming  the  right  is  that  of  selecting ^  or  electing y  what  par- 
ticular property  he  will  retain  under  statutes  creating  an  exemp- 
tion of  property  of  a  given  value,  like  that  of  Pennsylvania,  or, 
more  frequently,  under  statutes  which,  in  defining  the  property 
which  shall  be  exempt,  use  the  expression,  '*  to  be  selected  by  the 
debtor."  The  requirement  that  the  debtor  must  select,  or  elect, 
the  property  which  he  will  retain,  presupposes  that  he  will  claim 
the  privilege.  The  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Indiana 
that  ^<  the  exemption  is  a  personal  right,  which  the  debtor  may 
waive  or  claim  at  his  election," '  was  undoubtedly  influenced  by 
the  provision  of  their  statute  that  **  if  any  execution  debtor  shall 
claim  property  exempted  by  virtue  of  this  act,  he  shall  elect 
whether  he  will  claim  personal  or  real  property,  or  both,  and 
shall  designate  the  property  so  claimed."*  This  statute  un- 
doubtedly contemplates  that  the  debtor  shall  <<  claim  "  the  right. 

§  832.  Debtor  must  elect.  —  It  is  the  settled  construction  of 
the  Pennsylvania  statute^  that  the  debtor  must  elect  what  goods 
he  will  retain,  to  the  amount  of  $300,  since  the  act  speaks  of 

1  Hue/B  Appeal,  29  Pa.  St  219 ;  Eberhart's  Appeal,  89  Pa.  St  612. 

s  HasweU  v.  Parsons,  16  Cal.  266. 

•  State  V,  Melogae,  9  Ind.  19S. 

«  2  Bey.  Stat  Ind.,  ed.  1862,  p.  88S,  {  9. 

»  Penn.  Stat  April  9, 1849;  1  Bright  Puxd.  Dig.  686. 
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property,  not  money .^  Besides,  it  is  said  that  **  there' are  sound 
reasons  why  he  should  take  the  goods  or  take  nothing.  The  law- 
was  made  for  the  benefit  of  the  families  of  debtors,  rather  than 
for  the  debtor's  themselves  ;  and  a  family  stripped  of  every  com- 
fort might  not  be  much  the  better  off  with  $300  in  the  pocket  of  a 
thriftless  father.  Property  which  appraisers  would  value  at  $300 
might  not  sell  for  the  half  of  it ;  and,  if  debtors  had  this  choice, 
it  would  deprive  creditors  of  twice  as  much  property  as  the  law 
intended  to  take  from  them.  A  convenient  friend  could  be  got 
to  buy  it  in  at  a  price  far  below  its  value,  and  a  part  of  the 
moneys  awarded  by  the  court  would  pay  for  it.  The  former  laws 
on  this  subject  specified  the  particular  articles  which  might  be 
retained.  The  act  of  1849  gives  the  right  of  designating  them 
to  the  debtor  himself,  fixes  the  quantity  of  them  by  their  value, 
and  points  out  the  mode  of  ascertaining  that  value.  But,  if  he 
may  be  silent  until  after  the  sale,  he  can  virtually  take  property 
which  he  has  not  elected,  to  an  amount  far  greater  than  the  law 
allows  him,  and  without  applying  the  legal  standard  of  its  value. 
Such  a  construction  is  against  the  spirit,  as  well  as  letter,  of  the 
statute.***  Under  a  statute  exempting  from  execution  "one 
cow,"  «*  owned  by  or  in  possession  of  any  debtor,"  it  has  been 
held  that,  if  a  debtor  have  two  cows,  one  of  which  he  alleges  to 
be  the  property  of  another,  the  sheriff  is  not  bound  to  implicate 
himself  in  a  question  of  title  in  respect  to  either  of  them.  The 
debtor  cannot  protect  one  of  them  from  execution  by  suggesting 
that  the  title  to  the  other  is  in  a  stranger.  **  On  any  other  prin- 
ciple the  sheriff  might  be  made  liable  to  the  defendant  if  he 
disregarded  his  allegation,  or  liable  to  the  plaintiff  if  be  did  not. 
Should  he  exact  indemnity,  the  risk  would  be  shifted,  but  not 
extinguished,  and  the  plaintiff  might  find  it  prudent  to  relinquish 
his  execution  by  reason  of  the  danger  to  which  fie  might  be 
exposed  in  meddling  with  a  disputed  title  ;  so  that  the  defendant 
would  often  be  able,  by  false  pretenses,  to  extend  the  exemption 

1  Weaver's  Appeal,  IS  Pa.  St  807 ;  Miller's  Appeal,  16  Pa.  St  800. 

*  Hammer  v,  Freese,  19  Pa.  St  267,  opinion  by  Black,  C.  J.  Under  an  earlier 
statute  (Act  April  10,  182S,  Purd.  Dig.,  ed.  1881,  p.  296)  the  right  of  the  debtor  to 
elect  was  denied.  Thus,  if  he  had  two  cows,  he  could  not  choose  which  one  the  coxk- 
stable  should  take.    Lindsey  v.  Fuller,  10  Watts,  144. 

661 


§  833  CLAIMING  debtor's   CHATTEL   EXEMPTION. 

of  the  Btatute  to  two  cows,  instead  of  one.  And  the  Legislature 
certainly  never  meant  that  its  interposition  for  the  sake  of 
humanity  should  afford  any  facility  to  fraudulent  protection. 


>»  1 


§833.  When  Selection  unnecessary. — The  principle  has 
been  frequently  ruled  that,  under  a  statute  exempting  from 
execution  such  chattels,  not  exceeding  a  given  value,  as  the 
debtor  may  select,  if  all  the  chattels  owned  by  the  debtor 
are  of  a  less  value  than  the  limit  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
no  selection  is  necessary.  Thus,  a  statute  exempted  certain 
enumerated  articles  and  also  **  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  property 
suited  to  his  or  her  condition  or  occupation  in  life,  to  be  selected 
by  the  debtor."  The  debtor  had  but  sixty  dollars'  woith  of  prop- 
erty, all  told.  The  court  held  that  the  statute  did  not  apply  to  such 
a  case.  '•  This  is  necessarily  implied  by  the  meaning  of  the  word 
select^  which  is  to  pick  out  or  take  from  among  a  number.  There 
can  be  no  selection  where  there  is  nothing  left.  One  may  take  the 
whole,  but  he  cannot  select  the  whole.  Where  there  is  but  sixty 
dollars'  worth  of  property,  this  portion  of  the  statute  can  have 
no  application  or  meaning.  The  case  does  not  exist  where  it  can 
perform  its  oflBce.  In  such  a  case  the  statute,  by  its  own  force, 
sets  apart  the  whole  property  to  the  use  of  the  debtor,  and  abso- 
lutely exempts  it  from  levy  and  sale  on  the  execution.  As  to  it, 
no  judgment,  execution,  or  attachment  can  exist.  The  judgment 
creates  no  lien,  and  the  execution  creates  no  power  over  it.  By 
the  law  itself  it  is  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  the  law,  unless  by 
the  voluntary  aflGirmative  act  of  the  owner.  The  law  will  only 
take  cognizance  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  him  in  its  en- 
joyment." *  So,  where  the  statute  exempts  a  particular  chattel  — 
as,  a  horse,  or  a  work-beast  —  and  the  debtor  has  but  one,  a  selec- 
tion is  obviously  not  required,  nor  (in  Tennessee)  is  the  debtor 
required  to  claim  the  benefit  of  the  statute ;  the  officer  must  take 
notice  of  the  fact  that  the  chattel  is  exempt,  and  where  an  officer 
sold  a  debtor's  only  horse,  under  such  circumstances,  a  conviction 
of  misdemeanor  under  the  statute  was  sustained  against  him.' 

1  Trovillo  V.  Shingles,  10  Watts,  488 ;  Lindsey  v.  FuUar,  10  Watts,  144. 

*  Cole  V,  Green,  21  HI.  105,  opinion  by  Caton,  G.  J. 

*  The  State  v.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  890. 
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.  §  834.  Manner  of  claiming  and  seleetlngr.  —  There  is,  in 
general,  no  prescribed  form  in  which  this  election  is  to  be  made. 
It  is  enough  if  it  is  made  to  the  levying  officer  in  a  way  in  which 
he  cannot,  or  ought  not  to,  misunderstand  it.^  •*  Men  whose  prop- 
erty is  levied  on  are  generally  under  some  degree  of  mental 
excitement.  It  is  not  to  be  expected  that  their  words  should 
be  calmly  weighed."*  Therefore,  where  the  whole  property 
levied  on  as  that  of  a  particular  debtor  was  appraised  at  $392.25, 
and  the  debtor  disclaimed  the  ownership  of  a  certain  portion  of 
it,  of  the  appraised  value  of  $161,  reducing  the  appraised  value 
of  what  he  claimed  as  his  own  to  $231.25,  and  the  debtor  claimed 
the  right  to  retain  the  whole,  this  was  a  good  election.  If  the 
goods,  the  ownership  of  which  the  debtor  had  disclaimed,  were 
in  his  possession  in  consequence  of  a  fraud  upon  creditors,  that 
was  a  question  between  the  claimants  and  the  officer.  But  it 
seems  that  the  rule  would  lie  otherwise  if  the  conduct  of  the 
debtor  had  been  intended  to  baffle  the  officer.'  In  trespass  for 
the  sale  of  an  exempt  horse,  it  appeared  that  three  horses  were 
levied  on  ;  that  the  debtor  claimed  to  own  only  the  one  in  ques- 
tion, alleging  that  title  to  the  other  two  was  in  a  third  person; 
that  whether  he  had  any  interest  in  them  or  not  could  not  be 
ascertained  until  he  had  settled  an  account  which  he  had  with 
such  third  person ;  that  the  debtor  claimed  the  horse  levied  on 
as  exempt,  and  refused  to  make  any  other  selection,  for  the 
reasons  that,  on  the  day  of  the  sale,  he  forbade  the  sale  of  the 
horse  in  question.  It  turned  out  on  the  trial  that  he,  in  fact, 
owned  all  three  of  the  horses ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  he  did 
not  tell  the  truth  as  to  his  interest  in  the  other  two,  or  that  he 
attempted  to  mislead  the  officer.  This  was  held  a  sufficient 
selection  of  the  horse  to  exempt  it  from  levy.  If  he  owned  the 
three,  this  was  a  sufficient  selection  of  the  one  in  question.  If 
he  did  not  own  the  other  two,  then  this  was  exempt.*  If  the 
apparent  value  of  all  the  goods  levied  on  is  less  than  the  amount 

»  Keller  «.  Bricker,  64  Pa.  St  879;  McOluskey  v.  McNeely,  8  HI.  682;  Pinnin  v, 
Malloy,  88  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ot  890;  Bowman  v.  Smiley,  81  Pa.  St  225;  Diehl  v,  Hol- 
ben,  89  Pa.  St  218. 

*  Keller  V.  Bricker,  «t(/)ra. 

*  IbicL  ;  compare  Mark  o.  The  State,  15  Ind.  98. 

*  Plimpton  t;.  Sprague,  47  Vt  468. 
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exempted  by  law,  it  is  unnecessary  to  make  any  other  specifica- 
tion than  is  implied  in  the  demand  for  an  appraisement  —  at  least 
not  until  after  an  appraisement  is  made.^  If  the  officer  give  a 
particular  reason  for  refusing  to  allow  such  a  claim,  he  will  be 
treated  as  haying  waived  all  other  objections  to  it.' 

§  835.    Claim  and  Selection  may  be   made  by  Parol. — In 

Illinois,  under  a  statute  which  did  not  require,  in  express  terms, 
that  any  notice  should  be  given  by  the  debtor  to  the  officer, 
it  was  said  that,  inasmuch  as  a  selection  had  to  be  made  by  the 
debtor,  a  notice  of  such  selection  must  necessarily  be  given  to 
the  officer.  But  the  selection  and  notice  might  as  well  be  by 
parol  as  in  writing.'  The  debtor  **  may  say  to  the  sheriff  or 
receiver,  in  any  words  that  plainly  signify  his  meaning,  *  I  claim 
this  team  as  exempt  by  law  from  execution ; '  and  thereby  the 
property  so  designated  is  protected  by  the  statute  from  the 
claims  of  his  creditors."  *  "I  told  him  [a  receiver]  that  he  had 
better  not  interfere  with  the  horse ;  that  it  was  mine,  and  I 
wanted  it  for  a  support,  and  it  was  exempt  from  law.''  These 
words  were  sufficient  to  designate^  electa  or  choose  this  property 
from  all  others.*  The  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  express 
the  opinion,  in  a  case  decided  on  other  grounds,  that  a  verbal 
statement  made  by  the  debtor  to  the  sheriff,  at  a  place  other 
than  the  sheriff's  office,  that  the  former  claims  the  benefit  of  the 
statute  —  that  is,  that  he  ^<  claimed  the  three-hundred-dollar 
law" — was  sufficient.*  The  same  court  held,  in  a  subsequent  case, 
that  any  words  that  will  apprise  the  officer  that  the  statutory  ex- 
emption is  the  thing  claimed  will  be  sufficient  J 

§  836.  Effect  of  Statnte  requiring  Affidavit.  —  A  statute  of 
Alabama  provided  that  **no  sheriff  or  other  officer  levjdng  on 
property  exempt  from  execution  is  liable  for  any  damages  there- 

1  Wilson  V.  McElroy,  82  Pa.  St  82. 
«  Ibid. 

*  McCluskey  v.  McNeely,  8  HI.  582.    So  held  in  Simpson  v,  Simpson,  80  Ala.  225. 
See  next  paragraph. 

*  Finnin  v.  Malloy,  88  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct  89a 

•  Ibid,,  884,  890. 

•  Bowman  v.  Smiley,  81  Fa.  St  225. 

T  Diehl  V,  Holhen,  89  Fa.  St  218 ;  ante,  {  644. 
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for,  unless  the  defendant,  or  some  person  for  him,  make  affidavit 
that  the  property  about  to  be  levied  on  is  exempt  from  execution, 
and  exhibit  the  same  to  such  sheriff  or  officer/'^  This  statute 
was  limited  by  judicial  construction  to  its  express  terms.  It 
went  no  further  than  to  make  the  exhibiting  of  the  affidavit  a 
condition  precedent  to*  a  future  action  against  the  officer,  if  he 
levied  on  property  which  was  exempt.  For  all  other  purposes, 
and  against  all  other  persons,  the  claim  of  exemption  was  as 
effectual  when  made  verbally  as  when  made  by  such  an  affidavit. 
The  failure  to  make  and  exhibit  the  affidavit  barred  one  remedy 
only,  namely,  the  action  against  the  officer  for  "  damages  "  for 
**  levying  "  on  the  property.  It  did  not  take  away  nor  bar  any 
other  remedy,  nor  give  validity  to  the  sale,  if,  before  the  sale  was 
made,  there  was  a  verbal  claim  of  the  exemption  of  the  property, 
and  the  claim  was  authorized  by  the  existing  facts.'  Neither  did 
the  statute  apply  in  the  case  of  an  action  against  the  levying  offi- 
cer brought  by  any  other  person  than  the  debtor  or  person  in 
whose  favor  the  exemption  was  claimed.  Thus,  one  who  pur- 
chased from  the  defendant  in  an  execution  a  chattel  while  the 
execution  was  in  the  hands  of  the  officer,  and  hence  a  lien  upon 
the  chattel,  unless  the  chattel  was  exempt,  was  held  entitled  to 
maintain  an  action  against  the  officer  for  levying  upon  the  chat- 
tel without  having  exhibited  such  an  affidavit.* 

§  837.    Oontlnaed — Defects  in  Affidavit  and  Inventory. -^i- 

The  Indiana  statute,  already  quoted,  has  been  held  not  to  require 
a  verified  list  of  property,  or  any  list  at  all,  to  be  furnished  to 
the  officer.  By  the  6th  section  of  the  act  the  duty  of  making 
the  schedule  required  is  imposed  on  the  persons  selected  as  ap- 
praisers. The  execution  defendant  is  only  called  upon  to  point 
cut  to  the  officer  the  property  which  he  claims,  whereupon  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  steps  for  its  appraisement ;  and 
if  the  value  exceeds  $300,  the  limit  of  the  statute,  then  it  is 
thought  the  debtor  would  have  the  further  right,  if  he  saw  fit  to 
exercise  it,  of  selecting,   in   case  of  personal  property,   what 

1  Code  Ala.  1862,  {  2465. 

*  Simpson  v.  Simpson,  80  Ala.  225 ;  Gamble  v.  Reynolds,  42  Ala.  286. 

•  Cook  V,  Baine,  87  Ala.  853. 
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articles  should  be  taken  out  to  reduce  the  value  to  $300.  The 
designation  of  all  the  property  the  debtor  has,  as  exempt  from 
levy  and  sale,  is  a  sufficient  claim  and  selection  under  this 
statute.^  But  the  rule  of  this  case  has  been  changed  by  statute, 
in  Indiana,  so  that  the  debtor  is  now  required  to  furnish  to  the 
officer  a  complete  inventory  of  all  his  estate,  of  what  nature 
soever,  verified  by  a  prescribed  affidavit.*  The  making  and  fur- 
nishing of  this  inventory  and  affidavit  are  conditions  precedent  to 
the  right  of  the  debtor  to  claim  his  exemption,  or  to  maintain  an 
action  against  an  officer  for  withholding  it  from  him.'  As  to  the 
form  and  substance  of  this  inventory  and  affidavit,  liberal  intend- 
ments will,  it  seems,  be  extended  to  the  debtor.*  If  the  affidavit 
made  by  the  debtor,  under  such  a  statute,  inaccurately  describe 
the  homestead  by  numbers,  this  will  not  vitiate  the  debtor's  right 
as  against  a  purchaser  at  the  sheriff's  sale  who  buys  subject  to 
the  right  of  homestead,  if  the  description  is  sufficiently  certain 
to  identify  the  property.* 

§  838.  No  Estoppel  for  failingr  to  claim  exempted  Money  of 
Sheriff.  —  The  doctrine  that  there  can  be  no  estoppel  unless  the 
act  urged  as  creating  it  has  operated  to  the  prejudice  of  the  oppo- 
site paity*  has  found  application  in  a  recent  case  in  Maryland, 
where  it  is  held  that  it  is  no  defense  for  a  sheriff  who,  under  cer- 
tain writs  of  Jieri  facias^  had  seized  and  taken  in  execution  a 
farm,  the  property  of  the  defendant,  and  sold  it  for  a  sum  exceed- 
ing $100,  and  had  received  the  purchase-money,  to  say,  when 
sued  by  the  defendant  to  recover,  under  the  act  of  1861,  chapter 
7,  the  amount  of  exemption  fixed  by  that  act,  that  the  defendant 
failed  to  make  any  claim  or  demand  for  it  until  a  long  time  after 
it  had  been  distributed  and  applied  by  him  to  some  other  purpose 
or  claimant.  When  money  comes  into  his  hands  as  sheriff,  it  is 
his  duty  to  distribute  and  apply  it  to  the  parties  entitled,  and 
length  of  time  in  making  a  demand  for  it  will  not  excuse  him, 

>  Hark  v.  The  State,  16  Ind.  98. 
«  2  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1876,  p.  862. 
'  Gregory  v,  Latchem,  68  Ind.  449. 

*  Ibi(L    See  this  case  for  a  form  which  was  criticised  and  held  sufficient 

*  Andrews  v.  Melton,  61  Ala.  400. 

*  Supra,  I  822. 
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unless  such  a  period  of  time  has  elapsed  as  wiU  enable  him  to 
defend  himself  and  his  bond  by  a  formal  plea  of  limitations.^ 

§  839.  Time  when  Selection  must  be  made.  —  **If  the  offi- 
cer, as  it  is  his  duty  to  do,  notifies  the  defendant  before  the  levy 
is  made  that  he  has  the  execution  and  is  about  to  levy,  the  selec- 
tion should  be  made  before  the  levy.  If,  however,  the  officer 
does  not  notify  the  party  before  the  levy,  the  selection  may  be 
made  and  notice  given  at  any  reasonable  time  before  the  sale.'* 
Thus,  where  it  did  not  appear  that  the  debtor  knew  of  the  levy 
before  the  day  of  sale,  a  selection  made  on  that  day,  and  before 
the  sale,  was  in  time.'    In  Tennessee  it  is  stud  to  be  the  duty  of 

1  Bramble  v.  The  State,  41  Md.  485. 

'  McCluskey  v.  McKeely,  8  HI.  578.  The  duties  of  the  levyisg  officer,  the  oorre- 
sponding  rights  of  the  execution  defendant  and  the  time  and  manner  of  making  the 
selection  of  the  articles  exempted  by  law,  received,  in  another  case,  a  very  fiiU  discus- 
sion. The  statute  (111.  Act  March  4, 1848 ;  Laws  1844,  pp.  121, 122)  provided  that  cer- 
tain enumerated  chattels,  when  owned  by  any  person  being  the  head  of  a  family  and 
residing  with  the  same,  should  be  exempt  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution,  and  added, 
"  and  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  property  suited  to  his  or  her  condition  or  occupation  in 
life,  to  be  selected  by  t?ie  debtor."  Another  section  provided  that,  "if  any  officer,  by 
virtue  of  any  execution  or  other  process,  or  any  other  person,  by  any  right  of  distress, 
iihall  take  or  seize  any  of  the  articles  or  property  hereinbefore  exempted  fW>m  levy 
and  sale,  such  officer  or  person  shaU  be  liable  to  the  party  injured  for  three  times  the 
value  of  the  property  taken  or  seized,  to  be  recovered  by  an  action  of  trespass,  with 
costs  of  suit"  Thomas,  J.,  said :  "  The  question  to  be  determined  in  the  exposition  of 
this  law  is.  What  are  the  rights  and  privileges  intended  to  be  given  and  secured  by  it? 
and  how,  and  under  what  circumstances,  may  the  penalty  provided  for  the  infraction  of 
such  rights  and  privileges  be  incurred?  The  end  intended  to  be  accomplished  through 
the  agency  of  this  law  is  to  protect  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  property  of  a 
certain  quality  and  value,  to  be  selected  by  the  debtor,  fiut  when  must  that  selection 
be  made?  Why,  manifestly,  as  a  general  rule,  before  the  levy  on  such  property. 
Then,  in  order  Ihat  the  exercise  of  such  right  by  the  debtor  may  not,  in  any  case,  be 
defeated,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  officer  having  an  execution  in  his  hands,  before  he  pro- 
ceeds to  take  or  seize  any  of  the  personal  property  of  the  defendant  in  such  execution, 
by  a  levy  thereon,  to  notify  such  defendant  of  his  having  such  execution  in  his  hands, 
if  practicable ;  and  thereupon  it  is  the  right  of  such  defendant  to  select  such  property 
as  he  desires  to  retain,  according  to  the  statute,  surrendering  to  the  officer  aU  of  his 
other  property  not  thus  selected,  or  specifically  exempt,  in  order  that,  by  the  sale 
thereof,  or  of  so  much  of  it  as  may  for  that  purpose  be  necessary,  the  money  due 
on  the  execution  may  be  made.  If  the  defendant  being  thus  notified,  or  otherwise 
being  apprised  of  the  execution  against  him  in  the  hands  of  the  constable,  and  of  the 
intended  levy,  neglect  or  refuse  to  make  such  selection,  the  officer  may  at  once  pro- 
ceed to  levy  upon  any  of  the  property  of  such  defendant,  not  specifically  exempt  from 
execution,  that  he  may  choose  to  take,  and  afterwards  proceed  to  sell  the  same,  re- 
gardless of  any  subsequent  claim  or  demand  by  such  defendant  of  such  property,  as 
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the  officer  to  require  the  debtor  to  elect  at  the  time  of  the  levy ; 
and  it  is  ruled  that  the  debtor  has  a  right,  at  any  time  before 
the  sale,  upon  tendering  to  the  officer  another  chattel  of  the  kind 

httTiog  been  selected  by  bim  under  this  statate.  Bat  if  the  defendant  ni  the  execu- 
tion make  his  selection  and  notify  the  officer  thereof^  and  the  said  officer  afterwazds 
proceed  to  take  or  seize  any  article  of  property  thos  selected,  on  said  execution,  un- 
less when  authorized  to  do  so  by  the  finding  of  appraisers  summoned  and  sworn 
according  to  the  5th  section  of  this  same  act,  he  thereby  becomes  a  trespasser;  and 
this  is  the  case  usually  supposed  to  occur  of  a  'taking  or  seizing'  referred  to  in  the 
8d  section.  But  is  this  the  only  class  of  cases  in  which  the  officer  may  incur  this 
penalty,  as  insisted  by  the  appellant's  counsel?  I  think  not  Such  a  construction  of 
this  law  would,  in  my  estimation,  enable  the  officer  to  evade  or  defeat  its  Intended 
operation ;  and  although  a  penal  statute,  and,  therefore,  to  be  construed  strictiy,  still 
the  exposition  given  to  it  should  not  be  so  strict  as  to  effect  any  such  result  Then,  if 
an  officer  proceed  to  seize  or  take  the  defendant's  property  on  execution  without  giv- 
ing the  requisite  notice,  he  cannot  thus,  by  his  own  neglect  of  duty,  make  the  condi- 
tion of  the  defendant  any  worse  than  it  would  have  been  before  such  levy  had  the 
defendant  been  apprised  that  it  was  about  to  be  made.  In  such  case,  therefore,  the 
defendant  has  the  privilege,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  this  act,  to 
make  his  selection,  after  the  levy,  of  the  very  property  taken  on  execution,  if  it  be 
such  in  quality  and  value  as  before  the  levy  he  might  have  selected,  precisely  as  be- 
fore such  levy  he  could  have  done.  He  should,  oonsequentiy,  where  he  notifies  the 
officer  by  whom  the  levy  has  been  made  that  he  selects  the  property  levied  on  as  ex- 
empt from  execution  under  the  statute,  surrender  or  offer  to  surrender  to  such  offi- 
cer for  the  satisfoction  of  such  execution  all  such  other  property  as  he  may  own,  not 
also  selected  by  him  as  a  part  of  the  sixty  dollars'  wortii  which  he  is  authorized  to 
retain,  nor  otherwise  exempt  by  law  from  execution,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  su^ 
fice  to  pay  the  amount  to  be  made  on  such  execution.  If  such  surrender  or  offer  to 
surrender  be  not  made  by  the  defendant  when  notified  of  the  execution  against  him, 
he  is  not  entitied  to  a  return  of  the  property  taken  on  execution,  and  the  officer  may 
lawfriUy  proceed  with  the  sale  thereof  unless  it  appear  that  the  aggregate  value  of 
the  property  thus  levied  upon  and  afterwards  selected,  and  that  still  retained  by  the 
defendaoit  and  not  specifically  exempt  from  execution,  does  not  exceed  sixty  dollars ; 
in  which  case  the  officer  will  be  liable  for  selling  such  property,  although  such  sux^ 
render  or  offer  to  surrender  the  property  not  levied  on  be  not  made ;  for,  before  levy, 
tiie  defendant  might  have  selected  as  well  the  property  levied  upon  as  that  left  in  hia 
possession.  Jf,  however,  a  defendant  has  aliened,  or  concealed,  or  otherwise  dia- 
posed  of  all  his  property  except  such  as  he  desires  to  select,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
fhiuding,  delaying,  or  hindering  his  creditor  in  the  collection  of  his  debt,  he  will  not 
be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  law  for  the  protection  of  the  property  thus  retained 
by  him.  Nor  can  he,  if  the  property  sought  to  be  selected  by  him  be  indivisible  and 
exceed  in  value  sixty  dollars,  by  paying  to  the  officer  on  the  execution  the  excess  over 
that  sum,  entitle  himself  to  retain  such  property  as  exempt  from  execution;  as  the  law 
would  adjudge  it  not  suitable  to  the  condition  or  occupation  in  Ufa  of  such  defendant 
If  the  aggregate  value  of  the  property  owned  by  any  person,  exclusive  of  the  prop> 
erty  specifically  exempt  from  execution,  do  not  exceed  sixty  dollars,  and  such  person 
be  entitied,  according  to  the  rules  hereinbefore  settied  for  regulating  the  rights  of 
debtors  under  the  statute,  to  select  such  property  and  hold  it  exempt  from  execution, 
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levied  on,  beiug  exempt  under  the  statute,  to  take  possession  of 
the  one  in  the  hands  of  the  officer.^  In  Indiana,  where  four 
months  elapsed  between  the  issuing  of  the  execution  and  the 
levy,  pending  which  the  debtor  sold  some  of  his  chattels,  upon 
which  the  officer  thereafter  levied  his  execution  in  the  hands  of 
the  vendee,  it  was  held  that  the  debtor  might,  after  the  levy, 
claim  his  exemption  in  the  property ;  since,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case — the  time  which  had  elapsed,  and  the  ad- 
mitted fact  that  all  of  the  debtor's  property  did  not  exceed  in 
value  the  exemption  allowed  bylaw  —  the  officer  was  presumed 
to  know  that  the  exemption  was  claimed.^  In  two  earlier  cases 
in  Indiana  it  is  held  that  the  defendant  may  claim  his  exemption 
at  any  time  before  the  sale.'  And  this  is  unqualifiedly  laid  down 
as  the  rule  in  Alabama ;  ^  and  is  implied  from  the  decision  of 
several  courts  to  the  effect  that  the  execution  of  a  delivery  bond  will 
not  estop  the  debtor  from  afterwards  claiming  his  exemption.^ 
In  Pennsylvania  the  time  when  the  debtor  must  elect  whether 
he  will  retain  real  or  personal  propeity  is  after  the  appraisers 
have  been  summoned.^  Even  though  the  debtor  had  consented 
to  the  levy,  yet,  under  the  act  of  1836,  it  was  competent  for  him 
to  withdraw  that  consent  and  claim  the  exemption  at  any  time 
before  the  day  of  sale.^  This  rule  has  been  declared  by  statute 
in  Ohio.^  In  a  case  in  Illinois  the  claim  of  exemption  in  re- 
plevin of  chattels  distrained  for  rent  was  unavailing,  because  not 
made  in  apt  time  before  action  brought.*  But  a  demand  for  an 
appraisement  made  under  the  act  of   1849,  after  the  property 

then  such  person  will  be  considered  as  having  thus  selected  such  property,  as  against 
any  officer  or  other  person  who  may  seize  or  take  such  property,  or  any  of  it,  by  vir- 
tue of  execution  or  other  process,  without  first  notifying  such  owner  of  property  of 
the  existence  of  such  execution,  or  other  precept,  in  the  hands  of  such  officer  or 
other  person,  against  him,  unless  by  the  act  of  such  debtor  the  giving  of  such  notice 
be  rendered  impracticable."    Oook  v.  Scott,  6  HI.  S42,  opinion  by  Thomas,  J. 

1  Pyett  V.  Bhea,  6  Heisk.  186. 

'  Yandibur  v.  Love,  10  Ind.  64. 

•  Pate  V,  Swann,  7  Blackfl  600 ;  Stephens  v.  Lawson  (MS.),  Sup.  Ot  Ind.,  cited  in 
7  Blackf  601. 

«  Daniels  v.  Hamilton,  62  Ala.  108. 
»  Infra,  \  840. 

•  Bowman  v.  Smiley,  81  Pa.  St  226. 

f  Hutchinson  v.  Campbell,  26  Pa.  St  278. 

•  70  Laws  Ohio,  61 ;  BuU  v.  Green,  29  Ohio  St  67a 

•  Lindley  v.  Miller,  67  111.  244,  249. 
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has  been  offered  for  sale  and  the  biddings  have  begun,  comes  too 
late ;  ^  at  least,  where  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the  property  was 
advei*tised  before  the  time  appointed  for  the  sale,  in  which  case 
he  was  bound  to  find  the  constable  and  make  his  demand  before 
the  hour  of  sale.*  In  a  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  York 
it  is  held  that  the  debtor  must  make  his  selection  within  a  reasoji- 
able  time ;  and  what  was  a  reasonable  time  was  held,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  a  question  for  a  juiy*  —  a  very  unsafe 
conclusion,  since  officers  ought  to  have  something  more  certain 
to  guide  them  in  such  cases  than  the  whims  of  juries.  In 
Ohio  the  rule  is  that  the  selection  must  be  made  at  the  time  of 
the  levy,  if  the  debtor  be  present ;  but,  if  not  present,  then  it 
should  be  made,  and  notice  given  to  the  officer,  within  a  reason- 
able time  thereafter,  and  before  the  sale ;  otherwise,  the  right  is 
deemed  waived.* 

§  840.  Delivery  Bond  no  Estoppel. — If  the  debtor  executes 
and  delivers  to  the  officer  a  delivery  bond,  or  forth-cpming  bond, 
as  it  is  sometimes  termed,  and,  in  consequence  thereof,  retains 
possession  of  the  property  until  the  day  of  sale,  this  will  not 
estop  him  from  claiming  his  exemption.'  The  courts  proceed 
upon  the  idea  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  law-makers 
that  after  a  levy  —  perhaps  of  all  a  man  might  possess  for  the 
comfort  or  sustenance  of  his  family  —  he  should  be  deprived  of 
the  opportunity  to  retain  the  possession  of  it,  by  the  executioa 
of  a  delivery  bond,  until  the  question  of  his  right  to  have  it 
exempt  should  be  determined.  In  an  early  and  ill-reasoned  case 
in  Arkansas  it  was  held  that,  where  a  defendant  in  execution 
delivers  personal  property  to  an  officer  who  has  levied  on  it,  his 
property  is  thereby  divested,  and  he  cannot  afterwards  forbid 
the  sale  unless  he  satisfies  the  execution  in  some  other  way.* 

1  Rogers  v.  Waterman,  26  Pa.  St  182 ;  Hammer  v,  Freese,  19  Pa.  St  252. 

*  Rogers  v.  Waterman,  supra. 

*  Brooks  V.  Hathaway,  8  Hun,  290. 

«  Frost  V,  Shaw,  8  Ohio  St  270;  recognized  in  Butt  v.  Green,  29  Ohio  St  667. 

*  Eltzroth  V.  Webster,  16  Ind.  21 ;  Jordan  v.  Autrey,  10  Ala.  276 ;  Gresham  v.  Wal- 
ker, 10  Ala.  874;  Daniels  v.  Hamilton,  62  Ala.  106 ;  Perry  «.  Hensley,  U  B.  Mon.  474; 
Atkinson  v.  Gatcher,  28  Ark.  104. 

*  Wallace  v.  Collins,  6  Ark.  41 ;  compare  Orchard  v,  Williamson,  6  J.  J.  Maish. 
668. 
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But  this  principle,  in  the  unlimited  terms  in  which  it  is  thus  laid 
down,  has  been  denied  in  Alabama ;  and  it  is  there  said  that,  '<  if 
third  persons  would  be  affected  by  the  withdrawal  of  the  assent 
of  the  defendant  in  execution,  perhaps  he  should  not  be  per- 
mitted to  claim  the  statutory  exemption  for  property  which  he 
had  pointed  out  or  delivered  to  the  oflScer.  But  the  mere  waiver 
of  the  statutory  privilege,  uninfluenced  by  anything  extraneous, 
may  be  revoked.  The  court  suggests  that  **  if  a  defendant  in 
execution  had  other  property  which  could  have  been  seized,  at 
the  time  the  levy  was  made,  to  satisfy  the  execution,  but  which 
he  had  placed  beyond  the  reach  of  process  before  the  sale  day, 
then  perhaps  he  could  not  claim  the  exemption.  A  delivery  bond 
is  not  regarded  as  constituting  a  material  feature  in  such  a  case. 
It  is  executed  only  to  secure  the  possession  of  the  property  to 
the  defendant  in  the  execution  until  the  day  appointed  for  its 
sale.  It  has  no  other  effect,  either  to  impair  or  strengthen  the 
consequences  of  the  levy.*  Accordingly,  it  has  been  held  that  a 
surety  in  a  delivery  bond  is  entitled  to  relief  in  equity,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  property  levied  on,  and  for  the  forth-coming  of 
which  he  entered  into  the  undertaking,  was  exempt  from  execu- 
tion.' 

§  841.   Agreement  as  to  Sal^  no  Estoppel.  —  Neither  is  an 
agreement  of  the  execution  debtor  to  put  the  property  levied 

*  Jordan  v,  Autrey,  10  Ala.  276. 

■  Perry  v,  Hensley,  14  B.  Mon.  476.  The  court  says :  "  Aa  the  property  levied  on 
was  not  subject  to  execution  unless  the  defendant  waived  his  legal  right  to  its  exemp- 
tion, of  which  there  was  no  evidence,  the  plaintiffs  in  the  execution  have  not  sustained 
any  injury  by  the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  deliver  the  property  according  to  the 
stipulations  in  his  bond.  And,  as  the  levy  was  illegal,  and  the  forth-coming  bond  was 
taken  to  carry  into  effect  this  illegal  act,  it  would  be  inconsistent  with  every  principle 
of  justice  and  equity  to  permit  the  plaintiffs  to  avail  themselves  of  a  legal  advantage 
thus  improperly  and  iUegally  obtained,  and  compel  the  surety  in  the  bond  to  pay  the 
debt  *  *  *  Although  the  bond  was  entered  into  voluntarily  by  the  obligors,  yet 
the  necessity  for  its  execution  was  produced  by  an  illegal  act,  and  Uierefore  its  execu- 
tion may,  with  propriety,  be  said  to  have  been  induced  by  legal  coercion.  Besides, 
as  the  property  levied  on  was  not  subject  to  execution,  the  bond  is  not  founded  on 
any  consideration  either  good  or  valuable.  Its  execution,  under  the  circumstances, 
cannot  be  regarded  as  an  implied  admission  that  the  property  was  liable  for  the  debt. 
If  the  horse  had  been  delivered  under  the  bond,  the  defendant  in  the  execution  might 
itill  have  objected  to  the  sale ;  and,  if  the  sale  had  been  made,  he  might  have  sued  the 
officer  and  recovered  the  value  of  his  horse.    The  existence  of  such  a  right  demon- 
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upon  into  the  hands  of  a  third  person  to  sell  for  the  benefit  of 
the  creditor,  a  waiver  of  the  exemption.^ 

§  842.   Whether  Deception  by  Debtor  works  EstoppeL  —  If 

the  debtor,  when  chattels  are  levied  upon,  lies  to  the  officer  by 
telling  him  that  he  has  sold  the  goods  to  another  person,  and  the 
officer  nevertheless  goes  on  and  makes  the  sale,  this  will  not 
estop  the  debtor  from  suing  the  officer  and  showing  that  the 
aiticles  were  his  own,  and  exempt  from  execution  ;  since,  in  such 
a  case,  the  debtor  acquired  no  advantage,  and  the  creditor  sujffered 
no  damage,  by  the  declaration.^ 

§  843.  Rigrht  of  Debtor  to  select.  —  A  judgment-debtor 
owning  several  articles  of  property,  or  animals,  falling  within  the 
description  in  the  statute  of  exempt  property,  but  greater  in 
number,  or  exceeding  in  value,  those  exempted  by  the  statute, 
may  claim  as  exempt  any  number  or  portion  of  them  to  the 
extentor  value  specified  in  the  statute  ;  and  where  there  are  sev- 
eral articles  used  together  that  answer  to  the  descriptive  words 
in  the  statute  —  as,  "  working  tools,"  **  working  team,"  **  neces- 
sary household  furniture,"  etc.  —  and  the  same  exceed  in  value 
the  sum  stated  in  the  statute,  the  debtor  has  the  right  to  separate 
and  divide  the  articles  and  break  the  combination,  and  retain 
any  number  or  portion  of  the  same  whose  total  value  does  not 
exceed  the  statutory  sum.^  Some  statutes  go  further,  and, 
without  specifically  enumerating  the  property  which  a  debtor 
may  select,  allow  him  to  select  property  not  exceeding  a  given 
value,  suited  to  his  condition  or  occupation  in  life,  or  such  as 

Btrates  that  the  execution  of  the  bond  did  not  amount  to  an  admission  that  the  prop- 
erty levied  on  was  liable*  to  the  execution;  and,  as  the  defendant  failed  to  deliver  the 
property,  he  thereby  virtually  claimed  its  exemption  from  execution.  To  enforce  the 
forfeiture  of  this  forth-coming  bond  would  be  unjust  and  unconscientious ;  consequently, 
a  perpetual  ixgunction  against  its  enforcement  should  have  been  ordered  by  the  court 
below/'    Perry  v.  Hensley,  14  B.  Mon.  475,  opinion  by  Simpson,  J. 

>  Haswell  v.  Parsons,  16  Gal.  266. 

s  Farrell  v.  Higley,  HiU  &  Denio,  S9;  Wallis  v.  Truesdell,  6  Pick.  455;  DezeU  v. 
Odell,  8  Hill  (N.  T.),  215 ;  Yaughan  v.  Thompson,  17  UL  78.    See,  ante,  i^^etseq. 

'  Finnin  v.  Malloy,  88  N.  Y.  Sup.  Gt  890,  opinion  by  Spencer,  J.;  Seaman  v. 
Luce,  28  Barb.  240;  Lockwood'v.  Tounglove,  27  Barb.  505;  Pyett  v.  Rhea,  6  Heisk. 
186 ;  Fuller  v.  Sparks,  89  Texas,  186 ;  Boss  v.  Hannah,  18  Ala.  125 ;  Noland  v.  Wick- 
ham,  9  Ala.  169. 
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is  necessary  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  business.  Under  a 
statute  of  the  latter  class,  permitting  the  debtor  to  select  chattels 
to  the  extent  of  $250,  **  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  the  ♦  ♦  ♦ 
business  in  which  he  is  wholly  or  principally  engaged,"*  a 
debtor  engaged  in  a  business  which  would  entitle  him  to  claim  a 
team  as  exempt  from  execution  has  a  right  at  his  option  to  select 
instead  thereof  other  i)roperty  to  the  value  of  $250,  necessary 
to  enable  him  to  carry  on  the  same  business,  though  without  a 
team  he  would  be  obliged  to  change  entirely  the  mode  of  con- 
ducting the  business.* 

§  844.  Contiiiaed.  —  In  Alabama,  prior  to  1867,  the  property 
exempt  from  execution  consisted  of  aiticles  specified  by  the 
statute.*  They  were  such  as  were  used  by  the  family,  and 
deemed  by  law  most  indispensable.  Nevertheless,  the  right  of 
the  debtor  to  exchange  them  for  other  articles  of  like  kind, 
also  exempt  from  levy  and  sale,  was  recognized.  In  1867  the 
Legislature  added  to  the  list  of  exempted  property  twelve 
hundred  dollars*  worth  of  real  estate  and  one  thousand  dol- 
lars' worth  of  personal  property.*  In  the  absence  of  any 
provision  for  the  selection  of  this  property,  it  is  said  tl^it 
it  must  be  chosen  by  the  family.  The  exemption  applies  to 
money  as  well  as  to  any  other  description  of  property,  and  the 

^  2  Gomp.  Laws  Mich.,  ed.  1871,  p.  1742,  {  27,  subsec.  8. 

•  Wyckoff  r.  WyUis,  8  Mich.  48. 

»  Rev.  Code  1867,  {  2880 ;  Code  1852,  {  2462. 

*  "In  addition  to  the  real  and  personal  property  permanently  exempted  [by  other 
laws]  from  levy  and  sale  under  legal  process,  there  shall  be  retained,  by  virtue  of  this 
section,  adopted  February  19, 1867,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  every  family,  twelve 
hundred  dollars*  worth  of  real  estate,  including  the  homestead,  and  one  thousand 
dollars'  worth  of  personal  property ;  provided  that  nothing  contained  in  this  section 
shall  have  the  effect  to  exempt  any  property  from  levy  and  sale  in  satisfaction  of  any 
liability  incurred  by  the  execution  of  any  official  ,bond  or  bonds,  or  other  bond  re- 
quired by  law.    The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  administrators, 

.  guardians,  or  trustees,  or  their  sureties  on  their  official  bonds,  for  liabilities  incurred 
in  their  representative  character.  This  section  shall  not  operate  against  liens  of 
laborers  and  mechanics.''  Rev.  Code  Ala.  1867,  2  2884.  This  section  was  revised 
and  reSnacted  February  9, 1877,  p.  96,  "so  far  as  the  same  may  be  applicable  to  all 
debts  contracted  before  the  state  Constitution  of  1868  became  operative."  But  with 
this  exception  the  provision  of  February  9,  1877,  takes  its  place.  See  Code  Ala.  1876, 
2  2820  and  note. 
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use  to  be  made  of  the  property  depends  upon  its  adaptability. 
There  is  no  restriction  on  the  right  of  the  family  to  make  the 
best  use  of  it  they  can.  If  they  prefer  to  use  it  as  merchandise, 
anything  they  may  get  in  exchange  for  it  would  likewise  be  ex- 
empt, to  the  value  of  $1,000.  A  sheriff  was,  therefore,  held 
liable  on  his  official  bond  for  refusing  to  allow  a  mercantile  part- 
ner to  select  his  exemption  out  of  the  stock  in  trade  of  the 
partnership.^  Where  the  statute  does  not  prescribe  who  shall 
elect  which  horse  the  defendant  in  an  execution  shall  retain, 
where  he  has  several,  it  seems  that  the  right  of  election,  if  he 
claims  it,  devolves  upon  him.* 

§845.  Continued.  —  Under  the  Constitution  of  Alabama 
adopted  in  1868  '*  the  personal  property  of  any  resident  of  this 
state,  to  the  value  of  one  thousand  dollars,  to  be  selected  by  such 
resident,  shall  be  exempted  from  sale  on  execution,  or  other  final 
process  of  any  court,  issued  for  the  collection  of  any  debt  con- 
tracted after  the  adoption  of  this  Constitution.'*  The  right  thus 
guaranteed  to  the  debtor  to  select  the  property  which  he  would 
retain  as  exempt  from  execution  could  not,  it  was  held,  be  im- 
paired by  the  levy  of  an  attachment  or  execution  on  any  portion 
of  it,  nor  by  his  omission  or  refusal  to  tender  other  property  in 
lieu  of  that  levied  on,  nor  by  the  fact  that  the  debtor  had  other 
property  of  greater  value  than  the  amount  exempted.  '*  If,  how- 
ever, ajfler  the  levy  and  before  the  sale,  the  debtor  should  put 
the  articles  not  levied  on  out  of  the  officer's  way,  this  would 
amount  to  an  election  to  retain  them,  and  determine  the  right" 
to  select.*  A  statute  of  Texas  relating  to  executions  provided 
that  *'the  defendant,  his  agent,  or  attorney,  in  all  cases,  shall 
have  the  right  to  desigiuxte  the  property  to  be  levied  upon."* 
*'If  the  debtor,  his  agent,  or  attorney  shall  fail  or  refuse  to 
designate  the  same,  it  being  his  own  property,  then  the  levy  shall 
be  made  in  the  following  manner :   first,  on  personal  or  movable 

1  Brewer  v.  Granger,  46  Ala.  680,  opinion  by  B.  F.  Saffold,  J. 
»  Noland  ©.  Wickham,  9  Ala.  169. 

•  Bray  v.  Laird,  44  Ala.  296. 

*  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  J  8775. 
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property ;  then  on  uncultivated  lands ;  then  on  slaves ;  and, 
lastly,  on  the  improved  hinds  or  homestead  of  the  defendant.*'  * 
Another  statute  **  reserved  to  every  citizen  or  head  of  a  family  in 
this  republic,  free  and  independent  of  the  power  of  the  writ  of 
fieri  facias^  or  other  execution  issuing  from  any  court  of  compe- 
tent jurisdiction  whatever,"  a  homestead  and  certain  enumerated 
chattels.^  Construing  these  statutes,  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Texas  has  held  that  **  property  reserved  by  law  for  the  family, 
and  exempt  from  execution,  is  not  subject  to  be  levied  on  or  taken 
in  execution,  though  with  the  consent  of  the  head  of  the  family." 
Therefore,  where  the  defendant  had  designated  for  levy  a  slave 
(not  exempt  from  execution),  upon  which  the  oflScer  had  levied, 
and  afterwards  the  defendant  designated  other  property,  among 
which  was  a  hoi-se  (exempt  under  the  statute),  and  requested  the 
oflScer  to  release  the  levy  on  the  slave  and  levy  on  the  latter  prop- 
erty, the  officer  was  justified  in  refusing  so  to  do.^ 

§  846.  Liimitations  upon  the  Right  —  Property  suited  to 
Debtor's  Condition  in  Life.  —  An  apt  illustration  of  the  results 
which  are  frequently  reached  by  extending  to  statutes  of  exemp- 
tion a  liberal  construction  will  be  found  in  a  case  in  Illinois, 
where  a  debtor  claimed  the  right  to  reserve  from  execution  a 
horse  worth  more  than  $100,  but  not  more  than  $160.  There 
were  in  force  two  statutes  of  exemption,  one  allowing  the  debtor 
certain  specific  chattels,  and  also  permitting  him  to  select  '*  sixty 
dollars*  worth  of  other  property  suited  to  his  or  her  condition 
in  life,"*  and  a  later  one  exempting  certain  additional  chattels, 
among  them  *'  one  yoke  of  oxen,  or  one  horse  in  lieu  thereof,  not 
exceeding  one  hundred  dollars  in  value."*  Putting  the  two 
statutes  together,  the  court  sustained  the  right  of  the  debtor  to 
select  the  horse  in  question.  *'  These  statutes,"  said  the  court, 
*<  have  not  declared  what  shall  be  done  in  a  case  like  the  present, 
and  we  are  left  to  ascertain  the  legislative  intention  by  inference 
or  inteipretation.     Seeing  the  intention  and  purpose  that  actu- 

»  Pasc  Dig.  Laws,  J  8776. 

2  Ibid.,  2  8798. 

'  Ross  0.  Lester,  14  Texas,  469. 

*  Rev.  Stat  HI.  1846,  ch.  67,  {  88. 

•  m.  Sess.  Laws,  1861,  p.  121. 
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ated  the  Legislature  in  adopting  these  acts,  we  cannot  doubt  that, 
had  such  a  ci\se  occurred  to  them,  thev  would  have  embraced  it 
in  the  language  of  the  law,  because  it  is  fully  withhi  its  reason. 
Unless  this  claim  is  sanctioned,  then,  we  find  a  person  with  prop- 
erty not  within  the  letter  of  either,  but  within  the  spirit  and  rea- 
son of  both  acts,  who  could  have  no  benefit  from  their  enact- 
ment. To  hold  that  appellee  cannot  claim  this  property  is  to 
hold  that  he  may  be  stripped  of  all  the  property  of  this  class 
that  the  law-maker  intended  he  should  hold.  To  permit  him  to 
retain  it  gives  him  the  horse  under  the  more  recent  statute,  as  it 
intended  he  should  have,  and  it  gives  him,  at  the  same  time,  the 
sixty  dollars'  worth  suited  to  his  condition  in  life,  under  the  prior 
law ;  and,  notwithstanding  it  is  but  one  horse,  it  is  within  the  rea- 
son of  the  law,  and  is  pennissible  under  these  enactments.'*  *  An 
earlier  court  had  apparently  less  difficulty  in  holding  that,  under  the 
clause  allowing  a  debtor  to  select  sixty  dollars'  worth  of  property 
suitable  to  his  condition  in  life,  a  miller  receiving  $30  a  month  as 
wages,  having  an  invalid  family  needing  exercise  in  the  open  air, 
might  select  a  horse  worth  $45.^  The  question  whether  particu- 
lar property  is  suited  to  the  debtor's  condition  in  life  is  one  for  the 
jury.'  But  under  the  same  statute  it  has  been  held  that  if  prop- 
ertv  levied  on  is  indivisible,  as  in  case  of  a  horse,  and  is  above 
the  value  limited  by  the  statute,  the  debtor  cannot,  by  paying  to 
the  levying  officer  the  excess  of  the  appraised  value  over  the 
statutory  limit,  entitle  himself  to  retain  the  property  as  exempt 
from  execution ;  since  the  law  adjudges  it  not  suitable  to  his  con- 
dition in  life.* 

§  847.    Risrbt  confined  to  Property  within  the  County. —  A 

statute  of  Michigan  relating  to  executions  provided  as  follows : 
'*  When  a  levy  shall  be  made  upon  property  of  any  class  or  spe- 
cies which  is  exempt  by  law  from  execution  to  a  specified  amount 
or  value,  the  officer  levying  such  execution  may  make  an  inven- 
tory of  the  whole   of  such   property  belonging  to   the  person 

1  Good  17.  Fogg.  61  m.  461. 

s  Cornelia  v,  Ellis,  11  HI.  584. 

»  Ibid, 

«  Cook  V.  Scott,  6  m.  888,  844;  Waldo  o.  Gray,  14  HL  184.    Bat  see  {  859,  infra. 
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against  whom  the  execution  shall  be  issued,  and  cause  the  same 
to  be  appraised  at  its  cash  value,  by  two  disinterested  freeholders 
of  the  township  where  the  property  may  be,  on  oath,  to  be  ad- 
ministered by  him  to  such  appraisers.  Upon  such  inventory  an<l 
appraisal  being  completed,  the  defendant  in  execution,  or  his  au- 
thorized agent,  may  select  from  such  inventory  an  amount  of  such 
property  not  exceeding,  according  to  such  appraisal,  the  amount 
or  value  exempted  by  law  from  execution ;  but  if  neither  such 
defendant  nor  his  agent  shall  appear  and  make  such  selection,  the 
officer  shall  make  the  same  for  him."^  It  has  been  held  that 
these  provisions  do  not  embrace  all  the  property  of  the  debtor 
wherever  situated  in  the  state,  but  are  confined  to  such  as  is  situ- 
ated in  the  county  in  which  the  execution  runs — and  of  this 
only  can  the  debtor  demand  an  inventoiy  and  appraisement. 
The  principal  reason  given  by  the  court  for  this  conclusion  was 
that  although  the  language  of  the  statute  was  broad  enough  to 
embrace  the  contrary  construction,  yet  such  a  construction  would 
lead  to  untoward  effects  which  could  not  have  been  intended  by 
the  Legislature.  *'  An  inventory  and  appi*aisal  in  each  township 
containing  property  of  the  debtor,  belonging  to  the  given  class, 
would  involve  an  expense  in  many  cases  greatly  beyond  the  debt, 
and  the  cost  and  trouble  which  would  attend  such  a  proceeding 
would  often  defeat  the  collection  of  small  executions.  In  in- 
stances likely  to  occur,'the  hindrances  of  communication  at  some 
seasons  and  between  diiferent  parts  of  the  state  would  cause  the 
life  of  the  execution  to  be  insufficient  for  the  mere  inventory  and 
appraisal,  and  a  door  would  be  opened  for  fraudulent  dispersions 
and  shifts  of  property  which  no  vigilance  could  make  abortive. 
The  officers  of  the  law  appointed  to  collect  executions  would  be 
made  to  incur  unreasonable  risks  and  responsibilities .  They  would 
have  to  take  notice  of  the  ownership  by  the  debtor  of  other 
property  of  the  class,  wherever  situated  in  the  state,  without  in 
fact  possessing  the  means  of  knowing  anything  about  it;  and 
the  controversies  which  would  spring  from  execution  proceedings 
would  be  endless.  Many  other  difficulties  suggest  themselves. 
The  inventory  and  appraisal,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute,  could 

1  Comp.  Laws  Mich.  1867,  \\  i466,  4467;  Ihid,,  1871,  {{  6102,  6108. 
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only  be  made  in  the  township  in  which  the  officer  should  find  the 
property,  and,  after  selection,  the  portion  remaining  for  the  execu- 
tion might  turn  out  to  be  that  situated  in  one  or  more  foreign 
counties.  In  that  case,  upon  the  plaintiff's  theory,  the  officer 
would  be  required  to  execute  his  writ  beyond  the  bounds  of  his 
own  county,  and  possibly  two  hundred  miles  away.  We  have  no 
laws  adapted  to  such  things.  On  the  contrary,  our  whole  sys- 
tem contemplates  that  sales  of  personal  property  on  execution 
are  to  be  made  in  the  proper  county  of  the  officer  to  whom  the 
writ  is  directed.  The  law  exempting  property,  and  providing  for 
an  inventory  and  appraisal,  applies  no  less  to  constables  than  to 
sheriffs,  and  we  are  aware  of  no  provision  prescribing  the  terri- 
torial jurisdiction  of  these  officers  which  gives  them  authority, 
under  executions,  beyond  their  counties.  The  law,  speaking 
through  the  writ,  requires  them  to  search  for  property  within, 
but  not  beyond,  the  county;  and  no  power  seems  to  be  given 
them  to  perambulate  the  state  to  make  levies  or  perform  other 
civil  duties  as  incident  to  the  collection  of  executions  running 
within  the  county.  The  positicm  of  the  plaintiff  requires  us  to 
hold,  however,  in  effect,  that  the  exemption  law  by  implication 
enlarges  the  operation  of  executions,  and  the  sphere  of  action  of 
these  officers,  and,  wherever  the  principle  in  question  attaches, 
makes  an  execution  from  a  justice  efficient  in  every  county  in 
the  state ;  that,  in  all  cases  falling  within  the  terms  of  the  given 
provision  as  to  exemptions,  the  territorial  limits  of  the  authority 
and  duty  of  sheriffs  and  constables  are  incidentally  .nade  co- 
extensive with  the  boundaries  of  the  state.  We  cannot  accede 
to  this  view.  If  a  resrulation  so  far-reaching  and  unusual  had 
been  designed,  we  think  the  Legislature  not  only  would  have 
chosen  a  more  natural  wav  to  effect  it,  but  would  have  made 
otiier  provisions  quite  needful,  if  not  indispensable,  to  give  it 
due  operation."  * 

§  848.  Waiver  of  Rigrht  to  select.  —  The  debtor  can,  how- 
ever, by  express  declarations  or  unequivocal  acts,  waive  this  right 
of  selection.     Thus,  if  he  refuses  to  make  his  selection  when  the 


1  Alvord  V.  Lent,  28  Mich.  872|  opinion  by  Qraves,  J. 
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constable  levies,  this  will  be  a  waiver  of  his  right.  But,  the  right 
being  a  valuable  one,  it  is  not  lost  by  a  mere  levy ;  the  debtor 
can,  on  the  contrary,  make  his  selection  at  any  time  before  the 
sale.^ 

§  849.  Concealingr  or  withliolcUiigr  Property  equivalent  to 
Election*  —  A  Texas  case  puts  the  right  of  election  on  the 
condition  that  it  is  done  ''  notoriouslv  and  in  orood  faith,  and 
unaccompanied  with  any  attempt  thereby  to  cover  up  or  hide 
other  property  from  the  officer  making  the  levy." '  In  Alabama, 
if  the  debtor  has  several  articles  of  a  kind  exempt  from  execution, 
and  puts  one  of  them  out  of  the  officer's  way,  this  will  be  deemed 
an  election  to  retain  the  one  so  concealed,  and  he  cannot  after- 
wards elect  to  retain  the  one  levied  on.*  But  his  right  of  election 
does  not  depend  upon  the  condition  of  his  carrying  and  tendering 
this  property  to  the  officer.*  If  the  property  levied  on  is  of  a 
kind  specifically  exempt  under  the  statute,  the  debtor  is  not 
required,  in  order  to  maintain  an  action  against  an  officer  for 
selling  it,  to  turn  out  other  property,  if  any  he  have.*  The  rule 
is  different  if  the  officer  receives  no  notice  that  the  property  is 
exempt  until  after  he  has  taken  it  on  distress  warrant.*  The 
Court  of  Appeals  of  Kentucky  has,  however,  held  that,  if  an 
execution  debtor  have  severjil  articles,  one  of  which  he  may  elect 
to  retain  as  exempt,  the  sheriff  is  not  guilty  of  a  trespass  ah 
initio  in  levying  upon  any  one  of  them  before  the  election  is 
made.^  The  same  court  goes  further,  and  says  that,  conceding 
the  right  of  election  to  remain  in  the  debtor  until  the  sale,  this 
gives  him  no  right  to  impede  the  execution,  or  to  render  it  less 
effectual  than  it  would  have  been,  or  might  have  been  made  by 
the  sheriff,  if  the  debtor's  election  had  been  made  before  the 
levy.  Therefore,  the  refusal  of  the  sheriff  to  surrender  the 
article  levied  upon,  in  allowance  of  an  election  made  on  the  day 

^  Ross  9.  Hannah,  18  Ala.  125 ;  mipra,  H  889. 

*  Fuller  V.  Sparks,  89  Texas,  188. 
»  Koss  V.  Hannah,  18  Ala.  128. 

*  Ibid, ;  Bray  v.  Laird,  44  Ala.  296.     Ckmtra^  McGee  v.  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon.  187. 
^  Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  HI.  887. 

*  Bonnell  v.  Bowman,  68  HI.  460. 

1  McGee  v,  Anderson,  1  B.  Mon.  187. 
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appointed  for  its  sale,  and  his  then  proceeding  to  sell  such  article, 
would  not  be  wrongful,  so  as  to  make  him  a  trespasser  ab  initio^ 
unless  the  debtor  should  tender  to  him  for  sale,  in  lieu  of  the 
article  levied  upon,  such  other  article  as  he  might  in  the  first 
instance  have  seized  for  the  satisfaction  of  the  debt,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  is  certainly  and  palpably  sufficient  to  discharge  the 
debt,  or  as  is  at  least  equal  to  the  vendible  value  of  the  article 
then  claimed  to  be  exempt.^ 

§  850.    Rigrbt  of  Selection  under  Successive  Statutes.  —  As 

already  seen,^  it  has  been  held  in  Tennessee  that  several  statutes 
of  exemption,  each  enlarging  the  debtor's  privilege,  are  to  be 
construed  together  as  constituting  one  system  of  laws.  Accord- 
ingly, it  has  been  held  in  that  state  that  the  right  conferred  upon 
a  debtor  by  the  acts  of  1820  and  1827,  to  select  such  property 
as  he  elected  to  hold  free  from  execution,  attached  to  every 
subsequent  statute  adding  additional  articles  to  the  list  of  ex- 
empted property ;  and  the  Legislature,  in  passing  the  act  of 
1871,  did  not  intend  to  take  from  the  debtor  this  right.^ 

§  851.  In  Michigran,  Officer  must  make  Inyentory  and  Se- 
lection. —  In  Michigan,  certain  enumerated  articles  are  absolutely 
exempt  without  reference  to  their  value,  and  others  are  exempt 
provided  they  do  not  exceed  the  value  of  $250.  Under  a 
statute  elsewhere  quoted,^  if  an  officer  holding  an  execution  in 
that  state  would  protect  himself  from  the  consequences  of  an 
action  for  seizing  goods  which  are  exempt  from  execution,  he 
should  cause  an  inventory  and  appraisement  of  the  whole  of  such 
property  belonging  to  the  debtor  to  be  made,  and,  in  case  an 
excess  over  $250  is  found,  a  selection  of  such  amount  to  be  made 
therefrom.  If  he  neglects  the  performance  of  this  duty,  or  if 
he  seizes  property  of  a  class  wholly  exempted,  the  debtor  may 
asseit  his  rights  by  an  action  of  replevin.* 

^  KcGee  V,  Anderson,  1  B.  Hon.  187. 
«  Ante,  I  19. 

•  Jordan  v,  Gower,  57  Temu  108. 

*  Supra,  I  847. 

»  Elliott  V.  Whitmore,  6  Mich.  686. 
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§  852.    Lieyying  on  exempt  Property  a  Misdemeanor.  —  By 

statute  in  several  of  the  states,  an  oflScer  levying  upon  the  home- 
stead or  personal  property  of  a  defendant  who  refuses  or  neglects 
to  summon  or  quality  appraisers,  whose  duty  it  is  to  set  apart  to 
the  debtor  his  statutory  exemption,  is  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor.^ 
An  officer  who,  when  notified  by  the  defendants  in  an  execution 
that  they  chiimed  the  property  as  exempt,  resorted  to  the  trick 
of  pretending  to  abandon  the  levy,  at  the  same  time  refusing  to 
restore  the  property  levied  on  to  the  defendants,  but  leaving  it  in 
the  custody  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution,  was  properly  con- 
victed of  a  misdemeanor  under  this  statute.^  Where  there  were 
three  successive  statutes  passed  in  different  years,  the  first 
creating  an  exemption  of  ceitain  chattels  and  making  it  a  misde- 
meanor for  any  levying  officer  *'to  act  in  contravention  of  this 
act  or  attempt  to  evade  the  same,"  •  and  the  other  two  refemng 
to  the  first  and  making  additions  to  the  property  thus  exempted, 
it  was  held  that  all  three  statutes  were  to  be  construed  as 
parts  of  one  act ;  and,  hence,  that  an  officer  levying  on  property 
exempt  under  the  last  act  was  indictable  for  a  misdemeanor  under 
the  first.^  And  where  the  language  of  the  statute  was  that  the 
debtor  might  *'  select  and  set  apart"  the  chattels  named  as  ex- 
empt, it  was  held  that,  if  he  had  but  one  article  of  a  kind  ex- 
empted, it  was  not  necessary  for  him  to  select  and  set  it  apart. 
"  Here  there  was  but  one  farm-horse  owned  by  the  party,  and,  as 
the  law  exempts  one  from  execution,  it  would  be  absurd  to  make 
the  right  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution  depend  upon  his  decla- 
ration to  the  officer  that  he  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  law."  The 
officer  was,  therefore,  held  punishable  by  indictment  for  levying 
on  the  horse,  notwithstanding  the  failure  to  select.^ 

§  853.    In  New  Jersey,  not  liable  for  levying  merely.  —  A 

statute  of  New  Jersev  reserved  from  execution,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  families   of  debtors,    ^^  household  goods,  chattels,    and 

I  North  Carolina— Battle's  Bev.  469,  \  17.    Tennessee  —  Gar.  &  Nich.  Stat.  688. 

«  The  State  t>.  Carr,  71  N.  C.  106. 

•  Tenn.  Act  1820,  ch.  11 ;  Car.  &  Nich.  Stat  688. 

«  The  State  v.  Haggard,  1  Humph.  890. 
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tradesmen's  tools,  to  the  value  of  two  hundred  dollars,"  ^  and 
also  provided  that  '*  in  case  any  sheriff,  or  other  officer,  shall 
have  an  execution  or  civil  process  against  any  defendant  having 
a  family,"  *  etc.,  he  should  make  an  inventory  and  procure  the 
appointment  of  appraisers,  who  should  appraise  the  ''  household 
goods  and  chattels  and  tools  of  trade  so  levied  on;  *  *  * 
<'  and  if  the  amount  of  said  appraisement  shall  exceed  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  dollars,  then  the  defendant  may  select  from  such  in- 
ventory articles  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  dollars,  to  be 
reserved  for  the  use  of  himself  and  his  family,"  *  etc.  Under 
this  statute  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of  New  Jersey  holds 

(1)  that  an  officer  having  an  execution  or  attachment  in  his 
hands  has  a  right  to  seize  and  hold  chattels  until  an  inventory  and 
appraisement  can  be  made  according  to  law,  and  that  he  will, 
hence,  not  be  liable  in  an  action  of  trespass  for  unlawfully  taking 
goods  exempt  from  seizure  on  civil  process  under  the  statute, 
until  he  has  had  time  to  make  an  inventory  and  appraisement ; 

(2)  that,  although  goods  be  of  less  value  that  $200,  it  is  not  a 
trespass  to  seize  them  upon  execution  before  they  are  appraised 
and  selected  according  to  the  act.* 

1  Act  March  14,  1861 ; -Nixon's  Dig.  Laws  N.  J.,  4th  ed.,  295,  {  18. 

«  Ibid.,  i  14. 

»  Ibid.,  i  16. 

*  Bonnel  o.  Dunn,  29  N.  J.  L.  435,  reversing  same  case,  28  K.  J.  L.  155.  The 
court  says:  '* Although  the  words  of  the  first  section  of  the  act  forbid,  in  terms,  any 
seizure  or  taking,  by  virtue  of  any  civil  process,  of  such  articles,  to  the  value  of  $200, 
it  is  clear  that  the  Legislature  did  not  intend  them  so  to  be  construed  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  next  and  succeeding  sections  could  not  be  complied  with.  Nor  can 
the  particular  goods  exempt  from  seizure  be  ascertained  or  known  by  the  officer  until 
fixed  by  subsequent  appraisement  and  selection.  Where,  therefore,  the  statute 
declares  that  goods  and  chattels  of  every  kind,  to  the  value  of  $200,  shall  not  be  seized, 
it  obviously  means  that  any  goods  and  chattels  to  the  value  of  $200,  when  ascertained 
and  selected  in  conformity  to  the  provieions  of  the  succeeding  seetums,  shall  not  be 
seized  or  taken  by  virtue  of  any  civil  process.  The  first  section  declares  the  exemption 
of  the  property  only  when  selected  or  appraised,  if  the  value  is  found  less  than  $200. 
The  remaining  sections  prescribe  the  mode  of  ascertaining  what  particular  goods  shall 
not  be  seized.  When,  therefore,  the  next  section  makes  it  the  duty  of  the  officers  to 
have  the  goods  so  levied  upon  appraised  after  an  inventory  has  been  taken,  it  confers, 
by  fair  and  necessary  implication,  the  power  to  do  what  is  necessary  to  perform  the 
duty  in  the  mode  prescribed.  If  the  goods  are  in  transitu,  he  may  stop  them  and  take 
them  into  his  custody,  to  prevent  their  removal  until  the  appraisement  is  made  as  the 
act  requires.  By  the  command  of  his  writ  and  the  provisions  of  the  second  section,  he 
must  make  a  levy  and  become  subject  to  the  consequences  of  that  levy — the  safe-keep- 
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§  854.  Allotment  by  Appraisers — Defects.  —  Under  the 
North  Carolina  act  of  August  22,  1868,  prescribing  the  mode  of 
laying  off  the  homestead  and  chattel  exemption,  it  must  not  only 
appear  from  the  return  of  the  appraisers  that  they  were  sworn  to 
do  impai*tial  justice,^  but  they  must  make  such  a  descriptive  list 
of  the  personal  property  as  will  enable  creditors  to  ascertain 
what  property  is  exempted.  The  following  was  held  not  a  de- 
scriptive list,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute : 

Household  and  kitchen  furniture^ $  26.70  - 

Tools  of  all  description, 42.00 

Stock  of  all  kinds 268.00 

Crops  of  all  kinds, 127.00 

$448.70 

The  court  deemed  it  of  the  highest  importance  that  all  the  re- 
quirements of  the  law  should  be  observed,  and  especially  that 
the  freeholders  should  be  sworn,  and  that  there  should  be  a  de- 
scriptive list  of  the  property,  and  that  list  registered,  so  that 
creditors,  when  they  desire  to  levy  their  debts,  may  ascertain  by 
examining  the  descriptive  list  the  property  exempted.* 

§  855.  Second  Appraisement.  —  In  an  early  case  in  Indiana 
it  was  held  that  if,  under  an  execution,  property  has  been  ap- 
praised and  set  off  to  the  debtor,  and  a  subsequent  execution 
issues  on  the  same  judgment,  even  a  year  later,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary for  the  debtor  to  claim  the  same  propei'ty  as  exempt  a  second 
time ;  and  if  the  officer  seizes  and  sells  it,  he  will  be  liable,  and 
will  not  be  permitted  to  escape  liability  by  showing  that,  at  the 

ing  of  the  property  either  for  the  henefit  of  the  plaintiff  or  the  family,  according  to 
the  event  of  the  appraisement  This  responsibility  must  continue  for  five  days  at 
least,  unless  the  plaintiff  is  present  or  waives  notice  of  the  appraisement.  After  the 
appraisement,  and  the  determination  under  it  of  the  exemption  of  all  or  a  part  of  the 
goods  levied  upon,  the  officer's  power  over  them  is  gone.  By  virtue  of  his  writ  he 
can  no  longer  seize,  take,  or  hold  them,  or  exercise  any  control  over  them ;  by  so 
doing  he  becomes  a  trespasser — every  holding  of  them  against  the  family  is  a  tres- 
pass, a  tortious  interference  with  their  property.  If  the  officer  should  sell  them  with- 
out an  appraisement,  such  sale  would  be  in  contravention  of  the  statute  and  unauthor^ 
ized,  and  subject  him  to  an  action  of  trespass  or  trover."  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  29  N.  J. 
L.  438,  opinion  by  Whelpiey,  J. 

^  Antey  2  666. 

s  Smith  9.  Hunt,  68  N.  C.  482. 
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time  of  the  second  levy,  the  debtor  had  other  property  subject 
to  executiou.^  But  in  a  subsequent  case  in  the  same  state  the 
question  was  distinctly  presented,  on  demurrer,  whether,  when  an 
execution  defendant  has  once  made  his  schedule  and  had  the 
exempted  property  appraised  and  set  off  to  him,  he  is  required, 
when  a  subsequent  execution  issues  against  him  on  the  same 
judgment,  again  to  make  out  his  schedule  and  have  his  property 
appraised  to  entitle  him  to  the  exemption.  And  the  court  held, 
on  what  seems  to  be  good  grounds,  that  he  was  not.  *'  It  has 
been  held,"  said  the  court,  *'that  the  execution  defendant  may 
sell  exempted  property,  and  the  purchaser  will  take  it  free  from 
execution.*  If  he  may  sell  it,  he  can,  we  presume,  exchange  it. 
It  is  not  contemplated  by  the  statute  that  the  execution  defendant 
shall  always  retain  the  precise  property  exempted.  It  may  die, 
bei  destroyed,  or  depreciate  in  value ;  or  it  may  increase  in  value. 
After  the  exemption,  the  defendant  may  acquire  additional  prop- 
erty which  may  be  subject  to  execution.  If  the  defendant  is  not 
required  to  make  a  new  schedule,  then  neither  should  he  have 
the  privilege  of  doing  so.  The  statute  provides  that,  '  until  such 
inventory  and  affidavit  be  furnished  to  such  officer,  he  shall  not 
set  apart  any  property  to  the  execution  defendant  as  exempt  from 
execution.'*  We  hold  that  this  should  be  construed  as  applying 
to  each  execution  issued  on  a  judgment,  and  that  an  exemption 
of  property  on  one  execution  does  not,  except  at  the  option  of 
the  execution  plaintiff,  dispense  with  an  inventory  and  affidavit, 
etc.,  when  another  execution  shall  be  issued."^ 

§  856.  Debtor  cannot  claim  two  Eixemptlons.  —  It  is  reiterated 
in  manv  cases  that  a  debtor  cannot  have  two  homesteads  at  the 
same  time.*^  So,  it  has  been  held  that  he  cannot  have  two  ex- 
emptions, especially  against  the  same  creditor.  Therefore,  where, 
out  of  the  avails  of  one  execution,  the  $300  exempt  by  the  stat- 
ute had  been  paid  over  to  the  debtor,  and,  five  years  later,  in  a 
proceeding  under  the  same  judgment,  the  creditor  recovered  a 

1  Austin  V.  Swank,  9  Ind.  109. 

*  Citing  Yandibur  v.  Love,  10  Ind.  64. 

*  Ind.  Act  March  11, 1861 ;  2  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  867,  note. 

*  Finley  t;.  Sly,  44  Ind.  266. 

*  Ante,  2  226. 
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judgment  for  less  than  $300  against  a  garnishee,  the  debtor  could 
not  also  claim  this  money  as  exempt.*  Neither  can  a  widow  who 
has  had  her  full  homestead  and  chattel  exemption  set  apart  to 
her  in  her  husband's  life-time  claim  her  year's  support  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  other  lands  of  her  deceased  husband.* 

§  857.  Aliter  in  Case  of  perishable  Articles.  —  The  fore- 
going rule,  however,  must  admit  of  the  well-defined  exception 
that,  if  a  debtor  has  had  allotted  to  him  under  a  statute  of  ex- 
emptions certain  perishable  or  consumable  aiticles,  such  as  pro- 
visions for  the  subsistence  of  himself  and  family,  then,  when 
these  articles  have  been  wasted  or  consumed,  in  whole  or  in  part, 
and  another  executicm  is  levied,  other  articles  of  the  like  kind  are 
to  be  exempted.  "But,"  in  North  Carolina,  **in  order  to  ex- 
empt them  it  is  necessary  they  should  be  specifically  laid  off  and 
reported  by  the  freeholders ;  for  the  second  and  third  sections 
of  the  act  do  not  merely  exempt  certain  quantities  of  particular 
kinds  of  articles,  but,  on  the  contrary,  authorize  articles  uncer- 
tain both  in  quantity  and  kind  to  be  laid  off.  Hence  all  the 
articles  must  be  designated  specifically  in  the  report.  Indeed, 
without  such  a  designation,  the  officer  would  be  continually  in- 
volved in  difficulties  as  to  what  was  or  was  not  liable  to  the  exe- 
cution. Such  being  the  object  and  nature  of  the  proceedings,  it 
is  manifest  that,  whenever  an  execution  may  come,  the  debtor  is 
then  to  have  the  right  to  his  portion.  If  there  be  no  change  in 
his  eifects  since  they  were  assigned,  there  will  be  no  necessity  for 
a  new  allotment,  though  a  second  for  the  same  things  can  do  no 
harm.  But  if  there  be  such  change  in  his  effects  or  family, 
another  allotment  is  indispensable  to  the  purposes  of  the  act. 
It  is  equally  plain  that  each  and  every  allotment  must  be  in  itself 
complete  in  designating  all  the  articles  allowed ;  since,  if  it  were 
not  so,  successive  allowances  might  enable  the  debtor  to  accumu- 
late a  fund  beyond  the  bounty  intended  in  the  act,  and  the  officer 
would  be  embarrassed  as  to  the  identity  and  value  of  the  things 
mentioned  in  the  different  allotments,  and  those  remaining  spe- 
cifically."» 

*  Vogelsong  v,  Beltzhoover,  59  Pa.  St.  57. 

*  Singletx)n  v.  Huff,  49  Ga.  582. 

'  Dean  r.  King,  18  Ired.  24,  opinion  by  Ruffin,  0.  J. 
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§  858.  Goods  set  apart  as  exempt,  and  afterwards  confused 
with  other  Goods.  —  When  a  quantity  of  merchandise  has  been 
set  apart  by  the  ordinary  to  a  debtor  as  exempt  from  his  debts, 
under  the  law  of  Georgia,  and  is  afterwards  confused  with  other 
merchandise  subsequently  purchased,  he  must,  in  order  to  with- 
hold from  the  process  of  creditors  the  articles  so  set  apart,  be 
able  to  identify  them  distinctly,  or  at  least  to  the  satisfaction  of 
a  jury.* 

§  859.  Effect  of  lilmitatlon  as  to  Value.  —  A  statute  exempts 
from  levy  and  sale  in  the  hands  of  an  insolvent  debtor  one  horse, 
provided  the  value  does  not  exceed  $50.  *'  Suppose  the  debtor 
has  but  one  horse,  the  value  of  which  exceeds  fifty  dollars.  The 
animal  cannot  be  subdivided  and  the  debtor's  interest  in  it  set  of  by 
metes  and  bounds,  as  in  the  case  of  land."  The  court  will, 
therefore,  '*  put  such  an  interpretation  upon  the  law  as  will  carry 
out  the  wise  and  beneficent  purposes  of  its  authors,"  by  holding 
that  the  horse  may  be  sold  by  the  sheriff,  and  that  the  court  from 
which  the  execution  issued  may  order  that  $50  of  the  proceeds 
be  turned  over  to  the  inferior  court  which  has  charge  of  such 
persons,  to  be  reinvested  in  another  horse  for  the  use  and  bene- 
fit of  the  family  of  the  debtor.* 

ARTICLE  II.  —  In  Case  of  Garnishmkkt  ^oceedings. 

§  860.  Exemptions  where  Property  is  attached  hy  Gramish- 
ment.  —  In  the  absence  of  any  statutory  declaration  to  the  con- 
trary, statutes  of  exemption  apply  to  garnishment  proceedings, 
so  that  a  debtor  may  claim  his  exemption  where  money,  prop- 
erty, or  choses  in  action  have  been  attached  by  garnishment.* 
Likewise,  the  garnishee  may  claim  the  exemption  as  a  personal 
privilege  of  his  own.* 

§  861.  Duty  of  levying  Officer  in  such  Case.  — Where  wages 
or  other  debt  due  the  defendant  in  execution  is  levied  upon  by 

1  Smith  V,  Turnley,  44  Ga.  248,  248. 

'  Moultrie  v,  Eirod,  23  Ga.  893.    See,  however,  |  846,  supra, 

>  Fanning  v.  First  National  Bank,  76  HL  53 ;  Strouse's  Bxr.  v.  Becker,  88  Pa.  St  , 
190;  8.  c,  44  Pa.  St  208 ;  Bair  v,  Steinman,  52  Pa.  St  428. 
«  Swope  V,  Ross,  29  Ark.  870. 
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garnishment,  in  what  manner  must  the  debtor  proceed  in  order 
to  make  his  statutory  right  available  ?  And  what  is  the  duty  of 
the  levying  officer  in  such  a  case?  These  questions  received  a 
very  satisfactory  discussion  in  Missouri,  under  a  statute  which, 
after  exempting  certain  enumerated  articles,  allowed  the  debtor 
to  "  select  and  hold,  exempt  from  execution,  any  other  property, 
real,  personal,  or  mixed,  or  debts  or  wages,  not  exceeding  in 
value  the  amount  of  three  hundred  dollars.''  *  After  enumerat- 
ing the  difficulties  attending  the  opposing  views  of  the  statute, 
the  court  expressed  the  following  conclusion:  **The  practical 
solution  of  these  difficulties  places  the  responsibility  where  the 
Legislature  evidently  intended  to  leave  it  —  with  the  officer 
holding  the  execution.  He  must  apprise  the  defendant  of  his 
rights.  He  must  yield  to  the  defendant's  selection,  and  release 
to  him  the  property  selected,  up  to  a  prescribed  limit  of  value. 
He  is  invested  with  authority  to  ascertain  the  value  by  appraise- 
ment, and  so  give  full  efficacy  to  the  law's  bounty. .  He  must 
pay  over  to  the  defendant  his  share  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale. 
In  short,  the  whole  subject-matter  of  the  debtor's  protection 
seems  committed  to  that  officer,  and  none  other  is  designated  for 
any  step  in  the  process.  It  would  be  an  incredible  omission  from 
such  a  plenary  investiture  of  powers  and  duties  for  caiTying  out 
the  general  design  of  the  law  which  should  leave  him  helpless  in 
one  of  its  most  essential  elements.  We  hold  that  the  duty  of 
the  constable  in  the  present  case  was  to  allow,  to  the  extent  of 
his  authority,  the  exemption  to  which  the  debtor  was  entitled. 
This  he  could  have  done  in  either  of  several  ways.  If  satisfied 
that  the  claim  aofainst  the  garnishee  was  for  an  amount  within 
the  debtor's  right,  he  could  make  return  of  the  facts  upon  the 
execution,  without  any  service  on  the  garnishee.  If  the  claim 
appeared  to  be  in  excess  of  the  right,  he  could  make  a  like 
return  of  the  facts,  with  a  declaration  that  he  reserved  and  set 
over  to  the  defendant  so  much  of  the  garnishee's  indebtedness 
as  the  exemption  right  covered.  Such  a  return,  in  either  case, 
would  at  least  clear  his  responsibility."  *  t 


1  1  Wag.  Stat.  604,  {  11. 

'  The  State  v,  Barada,  57  Mo.  567,  opinion  by  Lewis,  J. 
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§  862.  Ttk  Pennsylvania,  Debtor  must  claim.  —  In  Pennsyl- 
vania, under  a  proceeding  called  '*  attachment  execution,"  the 
defendant,  if  he  would  claim  his  exemption,  must  demand  it  of  the 
officer  as  soon  as  the  process  is  served,  or  within  a  reasonable 
time  thereafter.  The  reason  why  he  is  held  to  promptness  of 
demand  is  that  the  costs  of  further  proceedings  may  be  saved. 
If  he  fail  to  make  prompt  demand,  a  subsequent  plea  of  his 
rights  will  not  avail  him.^  In  this  case  the  garnishee  answered 
January  25th  ;  judgment  was  rendered  against  him  Februaiy  4th ; 
the  debtor  claimed  the  moneys  garnished  as  exempt,  on  April 
20th.  It  was  held  that  the  claim  was  made  too  late.*  A  notice 
given  to  the  officer  serving  the  writ  of  garnishment,  or  attach- 
ment execution,  as  it  is  termed  in  that  state,  that  the  defendant 
claims  the  exemption  allowed  by  the  statute  from  the  money 
attached  by  virtue  of  the  writ,  was  admitted  to  be  a  sufficient 
claim  of  the  right.* 

§  863.    And  Garnishee  need  not  claim  for   IMm.  —  As   the 

garnishee  cannot  plead  the  exemption  for  the  principal  defendant, 
since  that  is  a  matter  which  does  not  concern  him,  neither  will 
his  failure  to  appear  and  answer  as  garnishee  affect  the  right  of 
the  principal  defendant  to  his  exemption.^  The  garnishee  is 
bound  to  know  that  the  defendant  has  a  right  to  elect  to  retain 
his  exemption  out  of  the  debt,  and,  therefore,  that  his  default  may 
leave  him  liable  to  the  plaintiff  beyond  the  sum  allowed  to  be 
retained.  The  effect  of  such  a  default  is  an  admission  by  the 
garnishee  that  he  owes  the  defendant  a  sum  sufficient  to  discharore 
the  plaintiff's  debt,  over  and  above  the  exemption  of  $300.  The 
proper  judgment  in  such  a  case,  therefore,  is  that  the  plaintiff 
have  judgment  by  default  against  the  garnishee  for  want  of  an 
appearance,  and  that  the  plaintiff  have  execution  for  so  much  of 
the  debt  due  by  the  garnishee  to  the  principal  defendant  as  will 
satisfy  the  judgment  of  the  plaintiff  against  the  principal  defend- 
ant, with  interest  and  costs ;  that  if  the  garnishee,  on  demand 

•  1  Bair  v,  Steinman,  62  Pa.  St  428;  Strouse's  Exr.  r.  Becker,  44  Pa.  St  206 ;  «.  <;., 
88  Pa.  St  190. 

'  Bair  v.  Steinman,  nipra. 

»  Jones  V.  Tracy,  75  Pa.  St  417. 

*  Ibid, 
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by  the  sheriff,  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  the  same,  then  the  same 
to  be  levied  of  his  proper  goods,  chattels,  and  lands,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  it  were  his  own  proper  debt ;  and  that  the  garnishee 
be  thereupon  discharged,  as  against  the  principal  defendant,  for 
the  sum  so  attached  and  levied  of  the  debt  and  moneys  in  his 
hands,  to  the  extent^  and  so  far  onlj/y  as  the  same  sum,  so  attached 
and  levied,  may  exceed  the  sum  of  f300;  without  prejudice  to 
the  right  of  the  principal  debtor,  to  recover  of  the  garnishee  the 
said  sum  of  $300,  or  any  less  sum  due  and  owing  by  such  gar- 
nishee to  him  at  the  time  of,  or  at  any  time  since,  the  service  of 
the  attachment.^ 

§  864.  But  Courts  not  agrreed  on  this  Point  —  Garnishment 
of  Wages  in  anotlier  State*  —  Other  cases,  however,  hold  that 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  garnishee,  where  the  principal  debtor  is.  not 
personally  served  with  process,  in  answering,  to  disclose  the  fact 
that  the  moneys  attached  in  his  hands,  or  a  portion  of  them,  are 
exempt  to  the  principal  debtor,  if  he  knows  that  such  is  the  case  ; 
and  that,  if  he  does  not  do  this,  he  will  be  liable  to  pay  the  debt 
twice.*  These  cases  frequently  arise  in  case  of  a  railway  cor- 
poration which  operates  its  line  of  railway  through  several  states, 
in  each  of  which  it  is  liable  to  be  sued,  process  being  served  upon 
its  local  agents.  Now,  suppose  a  railway  company  has  its  prin- 
cipal office  in  Chicago,  but  operates  its  road  through  Iowa, 
Wisconsin,  and  Minnesota.  One  of  its  section-hands,  living  and 
working  on  a  section  of  its  road  at  Sheboygan,  in  the  state  of 
Wisconsin,  gets  indebted  to  a  grocer  doing  business  in  that  city 
for  necessary  food  for  his  family,  which  debt  he  is  unable  or 
unwilling  to  pay,  and  which  debt  the  grocer  cannot  collect  in 
Wisconsin,  because  there  is  a  statute  in  that  state  providing  that 
*'  the  earnings  of  all  married  persons,  or  persons  who  have  to 
provide  for  the  entire  support  of  a  family,  in  the  state  of  Wiscon- 
sin,  for  sixty  days  next  preceding  the  issuing  of  any  process, 
•     *     *     shall  be  exempt,"*  etc. ;  and,  as  the  railroad  company 

»  Jones  V.  Tracy,  76  Pa.  Stat.  417. 

»  Pierce  v,  C?hicago  &  Northwestern  Ry.  Co.,  86  Wis.  288;  a.  c,  2  0.  L.  J.  877; 
Chicago  &  Alton  R  R.  Co.  «.  Ragland  (MS.),  Supreme  Ct  HL,  June  22,  1877,  5  C. 
L.  J.  169.    So  intimated  in  Winterfield  v.  Milwaukee  &  St.  Paul  Ry.  Co.,  29  Wis.  689. 

•  2  Taylor's  Stat  Wis.  1558,  {  40. 

689 
44 


§  864  CLAIMING   debtor's   CHATTEL   EXEBIFTION. 

pays  its  hands  every  month,  the  debtor  never  has  sixty  days' 
wages  in  arrears.  The  grocer  therefore  sends  his  bill  to  a 
lawyer  in  Chicago,  in  the  state  of  Illinois,  who  sues  his  debtor 
there  by  foreign  attachment,  serving  a  gaiiiishment  upon  the 
treasurer  of  the  corporation.  The  treasurer  answers,  **  We  owe 
this  man  forty  dollars,  a  month's  wages ;"  and  the  court  orders 
it  paid  into  its  registry,  which  being  done,  the  garnishee  is  dis- 
charged. When  the  paymaster's  car  goes  out  to  pay  the  em- 
ployees of  the  corporation  in  Wisconsin,  this  section-hand  learns 
for  the  first  time  that  his  month's  wages  have  been  attached  in 
Chicago,  and  paid  into  a  court  there,  for  the  benefit  of  his  cred- 
itor in  Sheboygan,  and  he  brings  suit  against  the  company  for 
them  in  a  court  in  Wisconsin.  Shall  the  corporation  be  obliged, 
by  compulsory  process,  to  pay  these  wages  twice  —  once  in  Illinois 
and*again  in  Wisconsin?^  Clearly  not,  unless  it  has  been  guilty 
of  fraud,  or  otherwise  violated  some  plain  duty  as  garnishee. 
The  premises  above  stated  are  substantially  those  of  Pierce  v. 
Chicago  &  Northwestern  Railway  Company,*  a  type  of  many  simi- 
lar cases  ;  and  the  question  is.  What  is  the  garnishee's  duty  in  the 
premises  ?  Two  or  three  recent  cases  hold  that  he  must  notify  his 
creditor  of  the  garnishment  proceedings,  unless  the  latter  has  had 
personal  notice.*  3ut  even  this  must  be  regarded  as  a  novelty 
in  jurisprudence ;  for,  out  of  the  numerous  cases  in  which  the 
question  has  arisen,  there  is  to  be  found,  with  these  exceptions, 
no  suggestion  of  it. 

^  Upon  the  conclusiveness  of  compulsory  payments  under  the  judgments  and  de- 
crees of  foreign  tribunals,  in  garnishment  proceedings,  reference  is  made,  in  passing, 
to  the  following  cases :  McDaniel  v,  Hughes,  8  East,  876 ;  Allen  v,  Dundas,  8  Term 
Bep.  126;  HuU  v,  Blake,  18  Mass.  158;  Parker  v.  Danforth,  16  Mass.  808;  Meriam  v. 
Bundlett,  18  Pick.  515 ;  Barrow  v.  West,  28  Pick.  270 ;  Ocean  Ins.  Go.  v,  Portsmouth 
By.  Co.,  8  Mete.  422;  Warren  v.  Copelin,  4  Mete  594;  Wilkinson  v.  Hall,  6  Gray, 
568;  Lawrence  v.  Lane,  9  HI.  854;  Holmes  v.  Bemsen,  4  Johns.  Gh.  465;  Embree  v. 
Hanna,  5  Johns.  101 ;  Holmes  v.  Bemsen,  20  Johns.  267 ;  Andrews  v.  Herriott,  4  Gow. 
521,  note ;  Wheeler  v,  Baymond,  8  Gow.  816,  note ;  Donovan  v.  Hunt,  7  Abb.  Pr.  29 ; 
Taylor  v,  Phelps,  1  Har.  &  G.  492 ;  Gunn  v.  Howell,  85  Ala.  144 ;  MUls  v.  Stewart,  12 
Ala.  90;  Wallace  v,  McGonneU,  18  Pet  186 ;  Gould  v.  Webb,  4  EL  &  Bl.  938 ;  Koble 
V.  The  Thompson  Oil  Go.,  69  Pa.  St  409;  Moore  v.  Ghicago,  Bock  Island  &  Pacific  B. 
B.  Go.,  48  Iowa,  885 ;  Baltimore  &  Ohio  B.  B.  Go.  v.  May,  25  Ohio  St  847 ;  Ohevalier 
«.  Lynch,  Dougl.  162 ;  Sill  v,  Worswick,  1  H.  Bla.  669,  671, 688 ;  PhUips  v.  Hunter,  2 
H.  Bla.  408,  410 ;  Fisher  v.  Lane,  8  Wils.  297 ;  Brook  v.  Smith,  1  Salk.  280. 

»  86  Wis.  288 ;  2  0.  L.  J.  877. 

*  Pierce  v,  Ghicago  <fe  Northwestern  By.  Go.,  aupra;  Morgan  v.  Neyille,  74  Pa.  St  52. 
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§  865.  Continued.  —  This  rule,  however,  presents  a  con- 
yen  ient  escape  from  a  very  embarrassing  dilemma  into  which 
•courts  are  frequently  drawn.  For  **here,"  in  the  language  of 
Kent,  C.  J.,^  *'are  conflicting  claims,  which  each  have  a  strong 
foundation  ip  justice.  The  creditor  ought  not  to  lose  his  debt 
when  he  has  had  no  opportunity  to  defend  himself;  and  a  debtor 
ought  not  to  pay  a  second  time  a  debt  which  he  has  been  obliged 
to  pay  once  under  process  of  a  competent  court.  But  the  case  of 
the  creditor  would  not  be  so  hopeless  as  that  of  the  debtor ;  for 
he  might  probably  resort  to  the  person  who  sued  out  the  attach- 
ment, and  call  upon  him  to  make  good  his  demand,  or  to  refund 
the  money,  which  the  law  might  well  presume  he  had  received 
for  the  use  of  the  creditors  of  the  garnishee.  This  was  the  prin- 
ciple of  the  decision  in  Philips  v.  Hunter.'*  Admitting  the  cases 
to  stand  in  equal  equity  (and  the  claim  of  the  debtor  to  protec- 
tion, who  has  been  obliged  to  pay  once,  must  be  admitted  to  be 
■at  least  equal  in  equity),  the  interest  of  the  defendant  ought  to 
be  preferi'ed.'*  The  superior  equity  of  the  defendant,  which  the 
just  mind  of  this  eminent  judge  perceived,  becomes  much  clearer 
when  the  garnishee  has  taken  the  slight  trouble  to  notify  his 
creditor  of  the  orarnishment  of  the  funds  in  his  hands  under  a 
foreign  attachment. 

§  866.  Continued.  —  But  the  doctrine  of  the  courts  of  Illinois 
and  Wisconsin,  already  stated,  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  gar- 
nishee to  apprise  the  court  in  his  answer  that  the  debtor  is  a  per- 
son entitled  to  claim  the  wages  as  exempt,  does  not  rest  on 
grounds  as  clear,  and  is  denied  by  equally  able  courts.'^  First, 
the  rule  is  unreasonable,  because  it  charges  him  with  knowledge 
of  the  existence  of  a  statute  of  which  he  may  be  wholly  igno- 
rant ;  and  although  a  party  is  chargeable  with  knowledge  of  the 
law  so  far  as  to  conclude  his  own  rights,  yet  it  seems  intolerable 
that  he  should  be  obliged  to  inform  himself  of  the  law  merely  to 
enable  him  to  protect  gratuitously  the  rights  of  another  —  a  re- 

^  Embree  v.  Hanna,  6  Johns.  108. 

*  2  H.  Bla.  402. 

*  Moore  v.  Chicago,  Rock  Island  &  Pacific  R  B.  Co.,  48  Iowa,  885 ;  s.  c,  8  C.  L. 
J.  464 ;  Jones  v.  Tracy,  75  Pa.  St  417 ;  Conley  v.  Chilcote,  25  Ohio  St.  320. . 
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quirement  that  would  put  him,  in  most  cases,  to  the  expense  of 
employing  counsel.  Secondly,  where  the  garnishee  is  an  exten- 
sive proprietor  he  cannot  in  fact  know,  in  many  cases,  whether 
his  employee,  sued  by  attachment,  is  the  head  of  a  family  or  not, 
or  whether,  in  the  hingujige  of  the  Wisconsin  statute,  he  has  to 
*<  provide  for  the  entire  support  of  a  family."  This  must  es- 
pecially be  the  case  with  large  corporations  operating  railways, 
lines  of  steamboats,  and  the  like.  Thirdly,  the  garnishee  cannot 
know,  without  consulting  with  his  creditor,  whether  the  latter  de- 
sires to  claim  the  exemption  or  not ;  and,  surely,  no  one  will 
argue  that  in  those  states  where  it  is  held  that  the  debtor  cannot 
waive  the  benefit  of  the  exemption,  yet,  if  in  fact  he  does  elect  to 
waive  it,  a  disinterested  person  shall  be  held  obliged  to  claim  it 
for  him.  Certainly  this  conclusion  is  unavoidable  in  those  states 
where  the  rule  is  that  the  exemption  is  a  personal  privilege  of  the 
debtor,  to  be  asserted  or  not  by  him  as  he  may  choose.^  *'  While 
the  exemptions  in  favor  of  debtors  are,"  said  Gilmore,  J.,  *'  hy 
statute  tendered  and  extended  to  all  alike  who  fall  within  its 
provisions,  yet  no  rule  is  better  settled  than  this :  that  these 
statutory  rights,  in  cases  where  the  exemption  depends  upon  se- 
lection or  demand,  as  in  cases  like  this,  may  be  waived  expressly, 
in  terms  or  impliedly,  by  failing  to  assert  the  right  or  make  the 
demand  at  the  proper  time,  and  the  right  cannot  be  negotiated  or 
transferred.  The  general  right  is  statutory ;  the  particular  right 
is  strictly  personal,  and  in  practice  becomes  simply  a  personal 
privilege,  to  be  .asserted  or  not  at  the  will  of  the  person  in 
whose  favor  the  right  exists."  *  Accordingly,  it  was  held  that 
a  garnishee  who  had  paid  over  the  funds  in  his  hands  to  his 
creditor,  after  notice  of  garnishment,  could  not  protect  himself 
under  the  plea  that  they  were  by  law  exempt  to  his  creditor.' 

§  867.  Evasion  of  Exemption  Law  —  Garnishment  of  WageB 
in  another  State  —  Remedy. — If,  then,  debtor  and  creditor  both 
reside  in  this  state,  where  the  wages  of  the  debtor  are  exempt  from 
attachment  or  execution,  and  the  creditor  resorts  —  as  under  the 

»  Supra,  i  820. 

s  Conley  v.  Chilcote,  25  Ohio  St  824. 

»  Ibid, 
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Constitution  of  the  United  States  he  may  * — to  theitttaohment  law 
of  another  state,  in  order  to  reach  such  wages,  and  thus  succeeds 
in  defeating  the  exemption  laws  of  the  state  of  which  both  debtor 
and  creditor  are  resident,  has  the  debtor  no  remedy?  Certainly, 
no  relief  could  be  had  against  the  garnishee  alone  unless  he  has 
been  guilty  of  fraud  or  collusion,  or  of  some  failure  of*duty  towards 
his  creditor,  as  already  seen  ;  and  no  relief  can  be  had  at  all  unless 
the  attaching  creditors  are  before  the  court.^  But  subsequently 
the  same  court  held  that  citizens  of  Ohio  might  be  enjoined  from 
prosecuting  suits  by  attachment  in  another  state,  against  a  citi- 
zen of  Ohio,  to  subject  to  payment  of  their  claims  the  earnings  of 
such  debtor,  which  by  the  laws  of  Ohio  are  exempt  from  being 
applied  in  payment  of  such  claims.'  But  this  remedy  must,  in 
many  cases,  prove  ineflTective. 

^  U.  S.  Const,  art  4,  i  1;  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Oo.  o.  May,  26  Ohio  St  847; 
Moi^an  V.  Neyille,  74  Pa.  St  64. 

*  Baltimore  &  Ohio  R.  R.  Co.  v.  May,  supra,- 

*  Snook  V.  Snetzer,  26  Ohio  St  616. 
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CHAPTER  XVI, 

OP   ACTIONS   TO  PROTECT  THE  DEBTOR'S  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION* 

Section  870-878.  Who  may  sue— What  Title  necessary. 

874.  Form  of  Action — Trespass. 

875.  Trespass  does  not  lie  for  passive  Lijoriea. 

876.  Action  to  recover  the  specific  ChatteL 

877.  Action,  against  whom  brought 

878.  Liability  of  Sureties  of  levying  Officer. 

879.  The  Burden  of  Proof. 

880.  Averments  of  Plaintiff. 

881.  Declaration  under  Statute  giving  treble  Damages. 

882.  Continued — Election  of  Remedies. 

883.  Continued — Verdict  for  single  or  treble  Damages. 

884.  Declaration  in  Replevin. 

885.  Exemption  a  Question  of  Fact     * 

886.  But  not  exclusively  so. 

887.  Evidence — Declarations. 

888.  Evidence  — Official  Character. 

889.  Value,  when  must  be  shown. 

890.  Proof  of  Value. 

891.  Measure  of  Damages. 

892.  Right  of  Set-off. 

898,  894.  Set-off  in  Actions  against  Creditor  for  seizing  exempt  PropeHj. 

§  870.  Who  may  sue  —  Wliat  Title  necessary.  —  The  exemp- 
tion of  certain  property  from  execution  by  force  of  a  statute  is  a 
personal  privilege^  which  the  owner  alone  can  claim. ^  His  bailee 
or  agent  cannot  maintain  an  action  on  this  ground  for  property 
taken  in  execution  against  the  owner.*  So,  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass by  an  officer  against  third  persons  for  taking  from  him  prop- 
erty levied  upon,  the  defendants  cannot  defend  by  showing  that 
the  property  was  exempt  from  execution  in  the  hands  of  the 
defendant  in  the  process  under  which  it  was  seized.*  So,  in  an 
action  by  the  purchaser  of  goods  sold  at  an  execution  sale  against 

I  Mickles  v.  Tousley,  1  Cow.  lU ;  Earl  v.  Camp,  16  Wend.  671 ;  Smith  «.  HUl,  22 
Barb.  669-60;  ante,  {  820. 
*  Mickles  9.  Tousley,  supra, 
'  Earl  0.  Camp,  aupra. 
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one  (not  the  defendant  in  the  execotion)  who  nnTawfully  detains 
them,  the  latter  cannot  defend  by  showing  that  the  goods  were 
exempt  in  the  hands  of  the  defendant  in  the  execution.^  So, 
where  a  constable  levied  on  exempt  property  and  a  sheriff  took 
it  away  from  him  under  a  writ  of  replevin,  the  constable  had  no 
interest  in  the  property  such  as  would  enable  him  to  maintain  an 
action  against  the  sheriff;*  since  the  right  of  an  officer  to  main- 
tain such  an  action  is  limited  to  the  necessity  of  relieving  himself 
from  obligations  to  one  or  the  other  of  the  parties  to  the  suit.  ^ 

§  871.  Continued.  —  *'In  an  action  of  trespass  for  taking 
personal  property,  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  show  title  to  the 
property  taken,  or  a  rightful  possession^  In  showing  title, 
proof  that  he  was  in  possession,  claiming  title,  is  sufficient  joW/na- 
facie  evidence  to  enable  him  to  maintain  the  action  ;  and  no  one 
but  the  true  owner,  or  one  connectins:  himself  with  the  true 
owner  in  some  way,  is  at  liberty  to  impeach  his  title."  Aside 
from  the  protection  which  the  execution  affords  an  officer,  he 
stands  as  a  mere  stranger  and  intruder ;  and  when  he  is  sued  for 
levying  on  exempt  property,  he  can  neither  urge  a  defect  of  title 
nor  an  entire  absence  of  title  in  the  plaintiff  as  a  defense  to  the 
action.*  Stated  in  another  way,  suppose  that  A  sues  an  officer 
for  levying  on  his  horse,  exempt  from  execution.  The  officer 
answers  that  he  had  in  his  hands  an  execution  against  A,  under 
which  he  levied  on  the  horse  and  sold  it ;  that  the  horse  might 
have  been  exempt  from  execution  if  it  had  belonged  to  A,  but  it 
did  not  in  fact  belong  to  him  ;  it  belonged  to  B.  This  defense, 
it  is  held,  will  not  avail  him,  because  in  either  case  he  is  equally 
a  trespasser.  If  the  horse  belonged  to  A,  he  was  a  trespasser  in 
taking  it  because  it  was  exempt  from  execution  ;  if  it  belonged 
to  B,  he  was  a  trespasser  in  taking  it  because  the  execution  under 
which  he  took  it  ran  only  against  A.*  This  is  very  good  reason- 
ing as  far  as  it  goes ;  but  the  a*uthor  iusists,  with  deference  to 

1  Smith  V,  HUl,  22  Barb.  669-60. 

«  Connaughton  v.  Sands,  82  Wis.  8S7. 

»  Main  v.  Bell,  27  Wis.  617. 

*  Hoyt  t?.  Van  Alstyne,  15  Barb.  672.  See,  as  supporting  this  doctrine,  Duncan  v. 
Spear,  11  Wend.  64,  and  note. 

^  This,  in  substance,  is  the  argument  used  by  WeUes,  P.  J.,  in  Hoyt  v.  Van  Alstyne, 
tupra, 
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ancient  authorities,^  that  it  does  not  at  all  suppoit  the  conclusion 
drawn  from  it,  namely,  thnt  A  may  rightfully  recover  damages 
for  the  conversion  of  a  chattel  belonging  to  B.  Suppose  he  has 
this  right,  and  recovers  such  damages  ;  this  certainly  will  not  cut 
off  B,  the  real  owner  of  the  chattel  wrongfully  taken,  from 
asserting  his  right,  and  recovering  his  damages.  And  thus  an 
officer  who,  perhaps  in  the  honest  discHferge  of  his  duties,  has 
committed  an  error,  is  harassed  by  tioo  lawsuits  and  subjected 
to  double  damages,  which  possibly  his  sureties  are  afterwards 
called  upon  to  pay.  Such  a  doctrine  confuses  all  notions  of  the 
correct  administration  of  justice,  and  has  been  denied  by  respect- 
able authority, 

§  872.  Continued.  —  Thus,  in  an  action  against  an  officer 
under  a  statute  of  Illinois  to  recover  three  times  the  value  of  an 
exempt  chattel  sold  on  execution,  it  was  held  that  the  plaintiff 
must  be  the  owner  of  the  property  sold,  and  that  the  officer  was 
not  estopped  by  his  return  upon  the  execution  from  denying  in 
such  an  action  that  the  chattel  did  not  belong  to  the  defendant 
in  the  execution.  <*  It  is  insisted  upon  the  argument,"  said  the 
court,  *'  that  Cassell,  having  levied  upon  the  mare  as  the  property 
of  Williams,  is  estopped  from  subsequently  denying  that  fact. 
If  this  argument  be  correct,  then  he  would  have  been  liable  to 
Williams,  even  had  the  right  of  property  been  found  in  the 
claimant ;  and  in  all  cases  where  an  officer,  by  mistake,  levies 
upon  the  property  of  a  stranger,  he  will  become  twice  liable ; 
first,  to  the  owner,  whose  goods  he  wrongfully  seizes ;  and,  sec- 
ondly, to  the  defendant,  whose  goods  he  has  admitted  by  his 
return  that  he  seized,  though  he  never  took  them.  Such,  surely, 
cannot  be  the  law."^  So,  where  a  debtor,  removing  from  the 
state,  had  placed  certain  household  furniture  in  the  bands  of 

1  strange,  505;  1  Modem,  3;  Bull.  ^.  P.  38. 

'  CasscU  V,  Williams,  12  HI.  387,  opinion  by  Trumbull,  J.  In  a  later  case  in  New 
York,  where  an  execution  debtor  brought  an  action  against  one  who  had  purchased  at 
the  sheriff's  sale  chattels  alleged  to  be  exempt,  it  was  said  by  Potter,  J. :  "  The  de- 
fendant, if  not  the  officer,  had  a  right  to  rely  upon  the  omission  of  the  plaintiff  to 
assert  her  claim.  He  was  not  bound  to  prove  title  in  her  brother,  Dr.  Frasser,  or  any 
one  else,  to  defeat  her  recovery.  It  was  for  her,  the  plaintiff,  to  prove  title  in  herself 
not  only,  but  to  prove  all  the  other  facts  necessary  to  establish  her  right  to  the  ex- 
emptioh.'* 
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another  to  hold  as  seciirity  for  a  liability  which  the  latter  had 
asstimed  for  him,  and,  the  goods  having  been  attached  in  the 
hands  of  such  bailee,  the  owner  brought  trover  for  them,  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  was  set  aside,  because  it  had  not  been  shown 
that  the  liability  of  the  bailee  had  been  discharged,  or  that  he 
had  not  still  such  a  property  in  them  afi  he  could  assert  against 
his  bailor.  Consequently,  the  owner  could  not  maint&in  trover 
for  the  goods,  there  being  an  outstanding  possession  in  another, 
accompanied  with  a  special  property.*  If  the  debtor  sells  prop- 
erty which  has  been  levied  upon  in  his  hands,  and  for  which*  he 
has  given  a  delivery  bond,  and  it  is  nevertheless  again  seized 
and  sold  under  the  execution,  an  action  for  its  recovery  must 
be  brought  by  the  vendee,  and  not  by  the  debtor  himself.* 

§  873.    Continued — Assignee  in  Bankruptcy  —  Receiver. — 

The  right  of  action  which  a  bankrupt  has  against  an  officer  who 
has  sold  on  execution  property  which  has  been  set  apart  to  him 
by  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  under  the  bankrupt  law,'  does  not 
pass  to  his  assignee  in  bankruptcy,  but  may  be  asserted  by  the 
bankrupt  himself.^  Nor  does  such  a  right  of  action  pass  to  the 
rtceivei'  of  an  insolvent  debtor,  because  it  is  a  right  of  action 
founded  upon  an  injury  to  property  which  does  not  pass  to  the 
receiver;*  nor  will  the  judgmerU  recovered  in  such  an  action 
pass  to  a  receiver,  although  appointed  after  the  recovery  of  it.* 

§  874.  Form  of  Action  —  Trespass.  —  In  those  states  where 
the  old  system  of  pleading  is  still  in  force,  if  personal  property, 
exempt  from  seizure  on  civil  process,  is  seized  and  sold  by  virtue 
of  an  execution  or  attachment,  an  action  of  trespass  is  the  proper 
remedy.^ 

»  Bourne  r.  Merritt,  22  Vt.  429. 

*  Gregory  v,  Latchem,  68  Ind.  458. 

'  In  this  case,  under  the  8d  section  of  the  Bankrupt  Act  of  1S42. 

*■  WiUiams  v.  MiUer,  16  Conn.  144. 

^  Hudson  V.  Plets,  11  Paige,  181 ;  Andrews  v.  Bowan,  28  How.  Pr.  126. 

'  Andrews  v.  Rowan,  supra. 

'  Bonnel  v,  Dunn,  28  N.  J.  L.  153;  Dow  v.  Smith,  7  Vt  465;  Crocker  v.  Spencer, 
2  D.  Chip.  68 ;  Leavitt  v,  M etcalf,  2  Vt  842 ;  Kilhum  v.  Demming,  2  Vt  404 ;  Spooner 
V.  Fletcher,  8  Vt  188;  Try  v,  Canfleld,  4  Vt  9;  Haskill  v.  Andros,  4  Vt  609;  Hart 
V.  Hyde,  5  Vt  828;  Leavitt  v,  Holhrook,.5  Vt  405;  Cornelia  v.  Ellis,  11  HI.  585; 
Pace  ».  Vaughan,  6  HI.  80 ;  Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2  Col.  218. 
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§  876      ACTIONS   TO   PROTECT   DEBTOR'S   CHATTEL   EXEMPTION. 

§  875'.    Trespass  does  not  lie  for  passive  Injuries.  —  It  was 

ruled  in  The  Six  Carpenters'  Case^  *«  that  not  doing  cannot  make 
the  party  who  has  authority  or  license  by  law  a  trespasser  by  re- 
lation." In  Salmon  v.  Percival*  it  was  ruled  that  an  officer  is 
not  liable  in  trespass  for  refusing  sufficient  bail.  In  Smith  v. 
Egginton  '  it  is  held  that  an  officer  having  a  defendant  in  custody 
for  contempt  is  not  liable  in  trespass  for  the  neglect  of  a  statu- 
tory duty  required  in  the  execution  of  the  process.  Following 
out  this  line  of  authority,  the  Court  of  Errors  and  Appeals  of 
New  Jersey  has  held  that  if  the  original  seizure  or  levy  made  by 
an  officer  is  not  a  trespass,  it  does  not  become  such  by  his  subse- 
quent nonfeasance ;  and,  hence,  if  the  levy  made  by  an  officer  was 
not  a  trespass,  he  was  not  liable  in  trespass  for  his  subseqiLeni 
failure  to  proceed  according  to  the  directions  of  the  statute  to 
have  the  property  appraised  and  the  debtor's  exemption  set  apart 
to  him.*  This  conclusion  will  provoke  a  smile  from  lawyers 
trained  to  practice  under  the  codes,  and  such  law  has  ceased  to 
be  an3rthing  more  than  history,  even  in  Westminster  Hall.  The 
practitioner  under  the  modern  system  will  naturally  make  such 
inquiries  as  these :  Suppose  the  officer,  having  lawfully  made 
the  levy,  had  not  only  failed  to  summon  appraisers,  but  had 
failed  to  sell  the  property,  and  h9,d  failed  to  restore  it  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  bsid  failed  to  take  care  of  it,  but  had  allowed  it  to 
rot  and  become  worthless  —  would  the  defendant  be  without  rem- 
edy? The  answer  would  probably  be  that,  although  trespass 
would  not  lie,  case  would  ;  and,  hence,  the  only  danger  the  defend- 
ant suffers  under  such  a  state  of  the  law  is  that  his  lawyer  may 
wreck  his  case  by  mistaking  the  form  of  action. 

§  876.  Action  to  recover  the  specific  Chattel.  —  At  common 
law  the  owner  of  a  chattel  may,  by  the  action  of  replevin,  take 
it  from  the  possession  of  any  person  who  unlawfully  holds  it, 
unless  it  is  in  the  custody  of  the  law.  If  wrongfully  taken,  by 
virtue  of  legal  process,  the  remedy  is  by  an  action  of  trespass 
or  trover  against  the  officer ;  for  the  common  law  will  not  grant 

»  8  Coke,  290. 

«  Cro.  Car.  196. 

»  7  Ad.  &  E.  167. 

*  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  29  N.  J.  L.  435  (reversing  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  28  N.  J.  L.  166). 
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process  to  take  from  an  officer  goods  which  he  has  taken  by  legal 
process  already  issued.^  Many  states  have  statutes  providing  for 
a  trial  of  a  right  of  property  wrongfully  seized  under  civil  proc- 
ess. These  statutes  resemble  the  action  of  replevin.  They  are 
held  applicable  only  in  case  where  the  property  levied  upon  is 
claimed  by  a  stranger  to  the  execution.  They  cannot  be  invoked 
by  the  owner  of  the  property  claiming  it  as  exempt.*  The  Code 
of  Iowa  has  so  far  altered  the  common  law  that  a  person  entitled 
to  the  present  possession  of  personal  property  wrongfully  de- 
tained from  him,  on  making  oath  that  the  property  was  not  taken 
from  him  by  any  legal  process,  or,  if  so  taken,  that  it  was  exempt 
from  seizure  by  such  process,  may  have  the  possession  restored 
to  him.*  The  exemption  contemplated  by  this  section  of  the 
former  Code  of  that  state  extended  only  to  the  aiticles  enumer- 
ated in  sections  1898  and  1899  of  the  same  instrument,  and  was 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  particular  parties  therein  indicated. 
The  articles  so  exempted  could  not  be  taken  in  execution  ;  but,  if 
so  taken,  their  possession  might  be  recovered  in  replevin  by  the 
defendant  in  the  execution.*  But  the  right  to  maintain  replevin 
did  not  extend  to  a  case  where  intoxicating  liquors  were  seized 
under  a  search-warrant  issued  under  the  provisions  of  an  act  for 
the  suppression  of  intemperance.* 

§  877.  Action,  against  wbom  brougrht.  —  Trespass  may  be 
brought  either  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  execution  or  attach- 
ment^ or  against  the  officer  who  seized  the  goods  under  the 
process.^  A  sale  of  property  exempt  by  law  from  execution  has 
no  effect  whatever  to  divest  the  owner  of  his  title  and  vest  title 
in  the  purchaser,  and  the  owner  may  maintain  an  action  against 
the  purchaser  for  the  conversion  of  such  property.  The  levy  on 
such  property  has  no  more  effect  to  change  title  than  a  levy  on 
the  property  of  a  third  person  would  have.® 

»  CromweU  v,  Owings,  7  Har.  &  J.  55 ;  Haley  v.  Stubbs,  5  Mass.  280. 
»  Prewit  r.  Walker,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  882 ;  Swope  v.  Ross,  29  Ark.  871. 

*  Code  Iowa  1851,  {  1995. 

*  Funk  V,  Israel,  5  Iowa,  460. 
»  Ibid. 

•  Bonnel  v.  Dunn,  29  N.  J.  L.  486. 

T  Ibid.,  28  N.  J.  L.  158;  Dow  v.  Smith,  7  Yt.  466;  Cornelia  «.  Ellis,  11  111.  686; 
Pace  V.  Yaughan,  6  Dl.  80. 

•  Williams  v.  Miller,  16  Conn.  144. 
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§  879      ACTIONS   TO   PROTECT  DEBTOR'S  CHATTEL   EXEMFTIOK. 

§  878.  liiabUity  of  Sureties  of  levying  Officer.  —  The  sure- 
ties in  the  bond  of  a  sheriff  or  constable,  conditioned  that  their 
principal  will  faithfully  perform  the  duties  of  his  office,  are  liable 
for  a  trespass  committed  by  him  in  levying  upon  and  selling  prop- 
erty which  is  exempt  by  law  from  execution.^  And  so  are  they 
in  a  bond  conditioned  that  their  principal  shall  faithfully  execute 
process,  pay  over  moneys,  etc.,  **and  in  all  other  things  shall 
truly  and  faithfully  execute  and  perform  the  said  office  of  sheriff 
according  to  law;'  the  principle  being  '*that,  for  every  illegal 
abuse  of  the  process  of  law,  the  person  injured,  whether  party  to 
the  process  or  a  stranger,  is  at  liberty  to  sue  the  sheriff,  and  may 
sustain  an  action  upon  the  bond  against  him  and  his  sureties."' 

§  879.  The  Burden  of  Proof  is  upon  the  person  claiming  an 
exemption  to  show  that  he  belongs  to  the  class  of  persons  desig- 
nated in  the  statute  as  entitled  to  claim  the  privilege.*  The  law 
will  not  presume,  in  the  absence  of  evidence,  that  the  debtor  did 
not  retain  sufficient  property  to  make  up  the  amount  which  he 
was  entitled  to  hold  as  exempt.'  But,  while  the  burden,  in  an 
action  against  a  levying  officer,  is  upon  the  plaintiff  to  show 
affirmatively  that  the  articles  levied  upon  and  sold  were  necessary, 
it  is  not  required  that  he  should  employ  the  word  necessary  in 
his  evidence ;  it  is  sufficient  if  he  show  facts  which  prove,  or  tend 
to  prove,  this  necessity  to  the  jury  or  to  the  court.*  So,  the 
debtor  must  show  that  the  sfoods  seized  were  such  as  those  men- 
tioned  in  the  statute,  that  they  were  kept  for  the  use  of  his 
family;  or,  if  of  kinds  not  specifically  enumerated,  but  such  as 
the  statute  permitted  him  to  select,  he  must  show  that  they  did 
not  exceed  the  value  limited  by  the  statute^ —  in  other  words, 

1  The  State  v.  Moore,  19  Mo.  869;  The  State  v.  Farmer,  21  Mo.  160. 

«  Stat  Ky.  December  19,  1796;  1  Litt  (Ky.)  680;  2  Rev.  Stat  Ky.  1884,  p.  1465. 

'  The  Commonwealth  v.  Stockton,  6  Mon.  192. 

«  Calhoun  v.  Knight,  10  Cal.  898 ;  Brown  v,  Davis,  9  Han,  48 ;  Dains  v.  Proeser,  82 
Barb.  290;  Twinam  v.  Swart,  4  Lans.  264;  Tuttle  v.  Bucl^  41  Barb.  417;  Griffin  v. 
Sutherland,  14  Barb.  456 ;  Camrick  v.  Myers,  14  Barb.  9 ;  Smith  v.  Slade,  67  Barb. 
640;  Van  Sickler  v,  Jacobs,  14  Johns.  484:  Bourne  v.  Merritt,  22  Yt  481 ;  Wolfen- 
baiter  v,  Standifer,  8  Sneed,  659 ;  Pollard  v.  Thomason,  6  Humph.  56 ;  Prewit  «. 
Walker,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  882 ;  Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2  OoL  218. 

*  Tuttle  V.  Buck,  supra, 

*  Smith  V.  Slade,  supra ;  Griffin  v.  Sutherland,  supra, 

*  Wymond  v,  Amsbury,  supra, 
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he  must,  by  affii*matiye  proof,  bring  himself  clearly  within  the 
statute. 

§  880.  Averments  of  Plaintiff. — In  an  action  against  an 
officer  for  levying  upon  and  selling  exempt  property  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  plaintitF  to  aver  that  he  is  the  head  of  a  family; 
he  will  not  be  permitted  to  prove  it,  unless  he  has  averred 
it.^  In  Tennessee  he  must  also  negative  the  possession  of 
othei'  property  such  as  the  statute  designates  as  exempt,^  but 
not  in  New  York,**  Indiana,^  or  Illinois.*  In  an  early  case  the 
plaintiff  sued  in  trespass  for  taking  his  horse.  The  defendant 
pleaded  that  he,  as  constable,  levied  a  fieri  facias  on  the  horse, 
etc.  The  plaintiff  replied  that  he  \7as  a  bona-fide  housekeeper,  etc. , 
and  that  the  horse  was  his  only  work-beast  not  previously  levied 
on  by  execution.  This  replication  was  held  bad;  for  it  showed 
that  the  plaintiff  had  other  horses  at  the  time  which  may  have 
been  his  property,  though  they  had  been  levied  on.*  Accuracy 
in  describing  the  chattel  seized  seems  not  to  be  required.  Thus, 
under  a  statute  exempting  «'a  farm-horse,"  a  declaration  de- 
scribing the  animal  as  a  certain  bay  stud-horse  was  good.^  And 
it  was  held  proper  to  tell  a  jury  that  they  might  infer,  without 
positive  evidence,  that  a  horse  levied  on  and  sold  was  a  "  plow- 
horse,"  ® 

§  881.    Declaration  under  Statute  giving  treble  Damages.  — 

A  statute  of  Illinois  pi'ovided  that  an  officer  seizing  and  selling 
exempt  property  **  shall  be  liable  to  the  pai-ty  injured  for  three 
times  the  value  thereof,  to  be  recovered  in  an  action  of  trespass, 
with  costs."  ^    The  treble  value  of  the  property  here  given  is  in 

*  Pollard  V.  Thomason,  6  Humph.  66 ;  Wolfenbargcr  v,  Standifer,  8  Sneed,  661.    A 
replication  wanting  the  like  averment  is  bad.    Prewit  v.  Walker,  7  J.  J.  Marsh.  832^ 

'  Wolfenbarger  v,  Standifer,  aujjra. 

>  Smith  V.  Slade,  67  Barb.  640;  Wheeler  v.  Oropsey,  5  How.  Pr.  2S8;  Wilcpz  v. 
Hawley,  31  N.  Y.  668. 

*  Austin  V,  Swank,  9  Ind.  109. 

»  Amend  r.  Murphy,  69  HI.  887. 

*  Faulkner  v.  Bradley,  2  Dana,  141. 
^  Tipton  V.  Pickens,  1  Swan,  26. 

^  Matthews  v.  Bedwine,  26  Miss.  99. 

*  HI.  Act  January  17, 1826.    Double  damages  are  now  ^yen.    Bev.  Stat  1877,  p. 
486,  2  17. 
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• 

the  nature  of  a  penalty,  and  tjie  party  seeking  to  recover  it  must 
declare  as  for  a  penalty.  The  rule  that,  in  an  action  founded  on 
a  statute,  the  declaration  must  show  clearly  that  the  case  comes 
within  the  statute  is  applicable  here.  The  plaintiff  must  declare 
specifically  on  the  statute.  A  common  declaration  in  trespass 
does  not  notify  the  defendant  that  the  penalty  given  by  the 
statute  is  sought  to  be  recovered,  and  is,  hence,  bad.^ 

§  882.  Continued — Election  of  Remedies. — The  injured 
paity  may  waive  the  penalty  and  bring  an  ordinary  action  of  tres- 
pass for  the  value  of  the  propeity.*  If  some  of  the  counts  claim 
the  statutory  penalty,  and  others  the  actual  value  merely,  the 
plaintiff  may  elect  at  the  trial  whether  to  proceed  for  simple  » 
damages  or  for  the  penalty.* 

§  883.    Continued  — Verdict  for  single  or  treble  I>ainasres.  — 

In  an  action  under  such  a  statute  the  jury  may  return  single 
damages  or  treble  damages.  If  the  jury  return  single  damages, 
a  judgment  for  three  times  the  amount  returned  may  be  entered.* 
But  where,  under  the  terms  of  a  statute  giving  treble  damages, 
the  damages  may  be  either  single  or  treble,  according  to  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  the  jury  must  find  the  facts  which 
will  warrant  the  court  in  trebling  the  damages.*  If  the  declara- 
tion contains  two  counts,  one  under  the  statute  and  one  at  com- 
mon law,  and  the  verdict  does  not  specify  that  treble  damages 
were  found,  it  seems  that  it  will  be  presumed  to  be  for  single 
damages  only,  and  that  the  court  will  treble  the  damages.'  The 
reason  is  said  to  be  that  the  jury  can  lawfully  give  only  single 
damages.^  But  this  presumption  will  not  apply  where  the  jury 
are  expressly  told  by  the  court  that  they  may  give  treble  dam- 

« 

1  Pace  «.  Vaughan,  6  Bl.  80. 

s  Ibid.;  Oomelift  v,  EUis,  11  lU.  585;  Amend  v.  Murphy,  69  HI.  837. 

*  Amend  v.  Murphy,  supra, 

*  Wymond  v.  Amsbury,  2  Col.  218;  Beekman  v»  Ohalmen,  1  Cow.  584;  "War- 
ren  v.  Doolittle,  5  Cow.  684;  Newcomb  v.  Butterfield,  8  Johns.  842;  Cooper  o. 
Maupin,  6  Mo.  684;  Lowe  v.  Harrison,  8  Mo.  850;  Brewster  v.  Link,  28  Mo.  147; 
Walther  v.  Warner,  26  Mo.  148. 

■    ^  Newcomb  v.  Butterfield,  aupra, 

*  Cooper  V.  Maupin,  supra;  Brewster  v,  lAnkf  supra, 
Y  Brewster  v.  Link,  supra, 
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ages.^  But  it  has  been  held  that,  where  such  instructions  are 
given,  and  th§  verdict  is  general,  it  will  not  be  trebled  by  the 
court,  since  the  court  cannot,  in  such  a  case,  know  whether  the 
verdict  was  upon  the  common-law  or  the  statutoiy  counts,  and  it 
will  not  look  into  the  evidence  to  ascei*tain  this  fact.^ 

§  884.  Declaration  In  Replevin.  —  Under  a  statute  of  Michi- 
gan relating  to  the  actio^i  of  replevin,  *'  it  shall  be  sufficient  for  the 
plaintiff  in  his  declaration,  whether  the  original  taking  was  law- 
ful or  otherwise,  to  allege  with  requisite  certainty  of  time,  place, 
and  value  that  the  defendant  received  the  property  to  be  deliv- 
ered to  the  plaintiff  when  thereunto  afterwards  requested,  and 
that  the  defendant,  although  requested  so  to  do,  has  not  delivered 
the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  but  hath  unlawfully  detained  the  same, 
to  the  damage  of  the  plaintiff  in  such  sum  as  he  may  specify."  • 
Under  this  statute  it  is  held  not  necessary,  in  order  to  let  in 
testimony  that  the  property  sued  for,  seized  under  execution, 
was  exempt  from  execution,  that  the  declaration  should  specify 
that  fact ;  it  is  sufficient  to  follow  the  statute.* 

§  885.  Exemption  a  Question  of  Fact.  —  <<  The  question  is 
one  of  fact,  in  respect  to  each  and  every  article  of  property 
.claimed  as  exempt,  to  show  that  it  is  exempt.'' •  Thus,  there  is  a 
class  of  statutes  — of  which  we  shall  speak  in  detail —  which  ex- 
empt from  execution,  in  various  language,  such  articles  of  food 
for  man  and  beast  as  may  be  necessary,  or  necessary  for  family 
use,  or  necessary  for  upholding  life,  or  necessary  for  a  given  period 
of  time.  In  an  action  against  an  officer  for  levying  upon  articles 
claimed  as  exempt  under  such  a  statute,  the  question  whether 
the  articles  were  necessary  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury.* 
Therefore,  where  a  jury  found  that  a  clock  was  necessary  to  the 

1  Brewster  v.  Link,  28  Mo.  147. 

*  Wymond  v,  Amsbury,  2  Col.  217. 

'  2  Comp.  Laws.  Mich.,  ed.  1857,  {  6028. 

*  Elliott  V.  Whitmore,  5  Mich.  532. 

^  Dains  v,  Prosser,  82  Barb.  291,  per  E.  D.  Smith,  J. ;  Yan  Sickler  v.  Jacobs, 
14  Johns.  484 ;  Atkinson  v,  Gatcher,  28  Ark.  108 ;  Shaw  v.  Davis,  65  Barb.  890» 
899. 

^  Atkinson  v.  Gatcher,  supra ;  Shaw  v,  Davis,  9upra ;  Van  Sickler  v.  Jacobs, 
supra;  Willson  v.  EUis,  1  Denio,  462;  Patten  v.  Smith,  4  Conn.  464. 
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debtor,  it  was  held  error  to  disturb  the  verdict  on  certiorari.^ 
So,  under  a  statute  exempting  certain  chattels  in  kind,  and 
giving  the  debtor  the  right  to  select  others  to  the  value  of  $60, 
"suited  to  his  or  her  condition  or  occupation  in  life,"  whether 
a  given  chattel  is  or  is  not  suited  to  the  debtor's  condition  in  life 
is  a  question  for  a  jury.^  In  a  late  case  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  York  it  is  said  by  Barnard,  P.  J.,  that  whether  a  fisherman's 
net  and  boat  were  '*  tools,"  within  the  meaning  of  a  statute,  was 
a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury ;  *  but  the  remitting  of  the  inter- 
pretation of  a  statute  to  a  jury  is  too  clearly  erroneous  to  need 
discussion.  Whether  the  instruments  in  question  were  the  means 
by  which  the  debtor  gained  his  livelihood  was,  no  doubt,  a  ques- 
tion for  the  jury  ;  and  this  is  probably  what  the  judge  meant  to 
say,  for  in  the  next  sentence  he  proceeds  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion as  a  matter  of  law. 

§  886.  Bat  not  exclusively  so.  —  But  it  is  not  to  be  under- 
stood from  the  foregoing  that  the  question  whether  a  given  article 
is  exempt  under  a  particular  statute  is  one  which,  in  all  cases, 
belongs  to  a  jury.  "  Whether  the  officer  must  find  the  execution 
debtor  and  allow  him  to  make  his  selection  from  exempt  property 
before  he  makes  his  levy,  on  pain  of  subjecting  himself  to  an 
action  of  trespass  for  levying  upon  exempt  property,  is  purely  a 
question  of  law.  The  rule  settling  these  conflicting  rights  be- 
tween the  officer  and  execution  debtor  must  be  prescribed  and 
settled  by  the  courts."*  In  Arkansas  it  has  been  held  eiTor  to 
impanel  a  jury  to  try  the  issue  whether  property  claimed  by  a 
garnishee  as  exempt  to  him  was  so  or  not.*  Although  **  the 
question  whether  an  article  attached  is  a  necessity  or  a  luxury 
may,  under  some  circumstances,  be  a  question  for  the  jury, 
depending  upon  the  situation  of  the  debtor  and  the  character  and 
uses,  and  perhaps  the  cost,  of  the  article,"  yet,  in  reference  to 
trinkets  like  a  breast-pin,  it  is  said  that  **  the  court  may  be  under- 
stood to  know  so  much  of  their  nature  and  purposes  as  to  be  at 

1  Willson  V,  Ellis,  1  Denio,  462. 

*  Cornelia  v.  Ellis,  11  111.  5S4. 

»  Sammis  v.  Smith,  1  N.  Y.  Sup.  Ct  44^ 

*  Seaman  v.  Luce,  28  Barb.  251. 
»  Swope  V.  Ross,  29  Ark.  870. 
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liberty  to  determine,  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  that 
under  no  circumstances  can  they  be  held  to  be  requisite  for  the 
comfort  and  convenience  of  the  wearers,  so  as  to  render  them 
necessary  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute."^  **If  it  were  a 
question  whether  a  particular  article  of  furniture  attached  were 
necessary  under  particular  circumstances,  or  an  article  merely  of 
luxury,  it  might  properly  go  to  a  jury  to  ascertain  its  character 
and  cost,  with  a  view  to  enable  the  court  to  decide  whether 
*  necessary '  or  not."  * 

§  887.  Evidence  —  Declarations. — Where,  in  an  action 
against  an  officer  for  levying  upon  property  alleged  to  have 
been  exempted,  the  levy  having  been  made  while  the  plaintiff  was 
absent  from  home,  and  it  became  a  question  whether  or  not,  at 
the  time  of  the  levy,  he  was  a  resident  householder,  the  declara- 
tions of  the  plaintiff  at  the  time  he  left  home,  as  to  his  intention 
in  leaving,  were  held  admissible  as  a  part  of  the  res  gestoe.^ 

§  888.  Evidence  —  Official  Cbaracter.  —  In  trespass  for  sell- 
ing exempt  property  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  official 
character  of  the  officer  who  issued  the  writs,  nor  that  of  the  de- 
fendant, the  officer  who  executed  them.* 

§  889.  Talne,  when  must  be  shown.  —  Where  a  statute 
exempts  from  execution  a  collection  of  chattels  of  a  given  value, 
in  an  action  against  a  constable  for  seizing  such  chattels  it  is 
incumbent  on  the  debtor  to  show  that  the  whole  collection  did 
not  exceed  the  statutory  value.  Thus,  a  statute  of  New  York 
exempljed  a  team  of  the  value  of  $250 ;  a  «*  team  *'  within  the 
meaninor  of  this  statute  is  held  to  consist  of  one  or  two  horses 
with  their  harness,  and  the  vehicle  to  which  they  are  customarily 
attached  for  use.*  Therefore,  where  a  debtor  brought  an  action 
against  a  constable  for  levying  upon  his  wagon,  claiming,  it  as 

*  Towns  V,  Pratt,  88  N.  H.  849,  opinion  by  Sawyer,  J. 
»  Davlin  v.  Stone,  4  Cush.  861,  per  Shaw,  0.  J. 

*  Austin  v.  Swank,  9  Ind.  109 ;  ante  {  269  et  seq, 

*  Wjrmond  v,  Amsbury,  2  Col.  213. 

*  Hutchinson  v,  Charaberlin,  11  N.  Y.  Leg.  Obs.  248 ;  "Wheeler  o.  Cropsey,  6  How. 
Pr.  288;  Eastman  v.  Caswell,  8  How.  Pr.  75;  Dains  v.  Prosser,  82  Barb.  290.  And 
see  Lockwood  v.  Younglove,  27  Barb.  605. 
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a  part  of  his  ^*  team,"  he  was  bound  to  show  that  this  team, 
collectively,  did  not  exceed  the  value  of  $260.^ 

$  890.  Proof  of  Talne*  —  The  testimony  of  witnesses  as  to 
what  they  would  be  willing  to  give  for  a  chattel  is  very  incon- 
clusive evidence  of  its  value.  A  public  sale  at  auction  ordinarily 
fiuMiishes  satisfactory,  though  not  conclusive,  proof  of  the  value 
of  the  thing  sold.* 

§  891.  Measure  of  Damages.  —  As  to  the  measure  of  dam- 
ages in  an  action  against  an  officer  for  wrongfully  seizing  and 
selling  exempt  chattels,  or  in  an  action  against  one  who  has 
purchased  them  at  an  execution  sale,  the  practitioner  will  refer  to 
the  rules  which  obtain  in  other  cases  of  the  wrongful  conversion 
of  personal  property.  The  general  rule  seems  to  be,  where  the 
judgment  is  de  retoriiOj  that  the  measure  of  damages  is  "  interest 
upon  the  value  of  the  goods  when  taken  from  the  time  of  the 
taking  to  the  day  of  assessing  damages ;"  and,  where  the  judg- 
ment is  quod  recuperet^  the  plaintiff  recovers  **  the  current  market 
value  of  the  property  at  the  time  of  the  conversion,"  with  like 
interest.  These  rules  seem  equally  applicable  to  trover,  tres- 
pass, de  bonis  aaportatis^  replevin,  and  the  statutory  action  given 
by  the  codes.  Extreme  cases  of  force  or  fraud  will,  in  the 
proper  form  of  action,  authorize  exemplaiy  damages.*  But 
there  is  so  much  confusion  in  the  books  about  the  whole  sub- 
ject that  a  discussion  of  it  will  not  be  attempted  here. 

§  892.  Bigrht  of  Set-off.  —  In  North  Carolina,  A  recovered 
judgment  against  B  for  $193.  B  subsequently  obtained  a  judg- 
ment against  A  for  $60,  upon  a  cause  of  action  existing  at  the 
time  of  A's  judgment,  but  which  was  not  pleaded  as  a  counter- 
claim. A  motion  was  made  by  B,  in  thfe  Superior  Court,  in 
which  both  judgments  were  docketed,  to  allow  his  judgment 
against  A  to  be  credited  on  A*s  judgment  against  him.  It  ap- 
peared that  A  did  not  own  the  amount*  of  personal  property 
exempt  by  the  statute,  exclusive  of  the  judgment  against  B.     B's 

1  Daina  v.  Prosser,  82  Barb.  290,  opinion  by  E.  D.  Smith,  J. 

«  Waldo  V,  Gray,  14  HI.  184. 

s  Twinam  v.  Swart»  4  Lang.  268,  and  caaes  cited. 
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motion  was  therefore  denied,  on  the  ground  that  the  proceeding 
sought  to  be  invoked  was  *' final  process,"  within  the  meaning 
of  the  constitutional  provision  exempting  a  certain  amount  of 
personal  property  from  final  process.  The  court  said:  **  If 
plaintiff  had  issued  an  execution  against  the  defendant  upon  his 
judgment,  it  is  clear  that  she  would  have  been  entitled  to  her 
personal  property  exemption  against  it.  Her  judgment  against 
the  plaintiff  was  personal  property,  and,  if  it  was  required  to  make 
up  the  amount  to  which  she  was  entitled  under  the  Constitution, 
it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the  officer  having  the  execu- 
tion to  allot  it  to  her.^  The  plaintiff  can  be  hi  no  better  situation, 
and  the  defendant  in  no  worse,  by  this  short-hand  way  of  getting 
the  benefits  of  an  execution  without  its  burdens.  To  give  effect 
to  such  motions  as  this  would  be,  in  many  cases,  to  deny  this 
benign  provision  of  the  Constitution."  * 

§  893.  Set-off  In  Actions  against  Creditor  for  seizing  ex- 
empt Property.  —  Suppose  my  creditor,  having  a  large  judgment 
against  me,  levies  on  my  property  exempt  from  execution  and 
sells  it,  and  I  recover  a  judgment  against  him  for  its  value  —  will 
the  creditor  be  entitled  to  have  set  off  against  this  judgment  the  un- 
satisfied portion  of  his  judgment?  A  negative  answer  to  this  ques- 
tion seems  unavoidable,  (1)  because  a  judgment  for  the  money 
value  of  an  exempt  chattel  wrongfully  taken  in  execution  repre- 
sents the  chattel  itself,  arid  is  itself  exempt,'  just  as  the  insurance 
money  paid  me  for  my  house,  which  has  burned  down,  passes 
into  my  hands  with  the  same  quality  of  exemption  attached  to  it 
which  attached  to  the  house  while  it  stood  ;  *  and  (2)  because  such 
rule  would  operate,  in  many  cases,  to  deny  me  an  adequate 
remedy  for  the  protection  of  my  exemption.  I  could  not  have 
recovered  the  specific  chattels  from  the  levying  officer,  for  in  his 
hands  they  were  in  custodia  legist  I  could  not  have  successfully 
replevied  them   after  the   sale,   for  they  may  have  been  sold 


1  See  Battle's  Rev.,  ch.  65,  J  12. 
s  Curlee  v,  Thomas,  74  N.  G.  64. 
»  Ante,  J§  748,  749. 
*  Ante,  {  760. 
»  Supra,  §  876. 
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to  several  different  persons,  necessitating  several  different  suits; 
or  my  poverty  may  have  disabled  me  from  giving  the  statutory 
bond  required  to  maintain  an  action  of  replevin.  Besides^  such 
an  action  or  actions,  if  brought,  might  have  proven  unsuccessful 
by  reason  of  the  purchaser  concealing,  selling,  removing,  wast- 
ing, or  consuming  the  property  before  I  could  get  service  of  my 
writ.  It  is  thus  seen  that  my  only  substantial  remedy  is  an 
action  for  the  value  of  the  exempt  chattels  wrongfully  taken  from 
me,  and  that,  if  my  creditor  can  deprive  me  of  this  remedy  by 
setting  off  any  judgment  against  me  which  he  may  have  unsatis- 
fied, I  am  left  substantially  without  remedy.  But  there  is  one 
case  holding  that  this  may  be  done.^  It  starts  out  with  the 
erroneous  premise  that  exemption  laws  are  to  be  strictly  con- 
strued—  a  doctrine  contradicted  by  nearly  every  case  in  this 
book.  It  proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  the  privilege  attaching 
to  the  chattels  seized  was  merged  in  the  judgment,  so  that  this 
judgment  stood  on  an  equal  footing  with  the  judgment  of  the 
wrong-doer ;  and  it  reaches  a  result  which  is  practically  equivalent 
to  the  suppression  of  a  statute  which  the  Legislature  was  en- 
joined by  the  Constitution  of  the  state  to  enact. 

§  894.  Continued.  —  The  doctrine  underlying  this  case  was 
declared  in  a  case  decided  by  one  of  the  departments  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  in  1856.  A  statute  of  that  state 
provides  that,  *'  after  the  issuing  of  execution  against  property, 
any  person  indebted  to  the  judgment-debtor  may  pay  to  the 
sheriff  the  amount  of  his  debt,  or  so  much  thereof  as  shall  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  the  execution ;  and  the  sheriff's  receipt  shall 
be  a  sufficient  discharge  for  the  amount  so  paid."  ^  Under  this 
statute  it  was  held  that  if  A  sues  B  for  seizing  and  selling  his 
exempt  chattel,  and  obtains  a  judgment  against  him,  this  judg- 
ment becomes  a  debt^  which  B  may  pay  to  an  officer  who  has  in 
his  hands  another  execution  against  A.'  The  reasoning  of  the 
court  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  Minnesota  court  in  the  preceding 
case :   The  debtor  may  protect  himself  from  this  consequence  by 

1  Temple  v.  9cott,  8  Minn.  419,  opinion  by  Flandrau,  J.,  Emmett,  O.  J.,  difitontiiig. 

«  Code  Proc.  N.  T.,  {  298. 

•  Mallory  v,  Norton,  21  Barb.  424,  487. 
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bringing  replevin  for  the  exempt  chattel,  instead  of  an  action  for 
its  value.  But  I  have  already  shown  the  inadequacy  of  this 
remedy,  and  the  consequent  fallacy  of  this  reasoning.  It  was 
perceived  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania,  which  has  not 
been  very  favorably  inclined  towards  exemption  laws  ;  that  couit 
refusing  to  set  off  a  judgment  recovered  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass for  selling  exempt  property,  against  the  amount  of  debt 
alleged  to  be  extinguished  by  the  sale  made,  because  this 
^'  would,  in  most  cases,  result  in  a  palpable  evasion  of  the 
humane  provisions  of  the  act  of  Assembly.*'  ^ 

1  Wilson  V.  McElroy,  82  Pa.  St  82. 

709 


WIDOW  AND   O&PHAN's   CHAITSL  EXEMFTION. 
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ARTICLE  I.  —  General  Nature  of  the  Right. 

§  895.  Scope  of  this  Chapter.  —  The  statutes  of  most  of  the 
states  provide  for  a  certain  exemption  of  chattels  to  the  widow, 
or  to  the  widow  and  children,  of  every  decedent,  free  from  the 
debts  of  her  husband,  and  free  from  administration.  In  some 
,  cases  this  exemption  is  the  same  as  the  decedent  himself  would 
have  been  entitled  to  claim  during  his  life-time  —  the  object  of 
the  statute  apparently  being  simply  to  transmit  the  bounty  ex- 
tended to  the  head  of  the  family,  for  the  beneiit  of  those  depend- 
ent upon  him,  to  her  who  shall  succeed  him  in  that  relation  after 
his  death.^  These  statutes'  are  so  numerous  and  extensive  that  it 
will  be  impossible  to  discuss  them  in  any  detail ;  and  I  shall 
hence  confine  myself  to  the  statement  of  some  of  the  leading 
rules  at  which  the  courts  have  arrived  in  their  administration. 

§  896.    Hushand's  Exemption  passes  to  Widow  and  Children. 

—  By  a  st'itute  of  Texas  it  is  provided  that  whatever  is  exempt 
in  the  hands  of  the  husband  passes  to  his  widow  upon  his  death, 
and  is  to  be  set  apart  to  her  by  the  court  of  probate ;  and  such 
a  statute '  has  been  held  to  require  th^  court  of  probate  to  set 
apart  to  the  widow  even  the  professional  library  of  her  deceased 
husband,  although  it  is  difficult  to  see  what  she  could  do  with  it, 
except  to  sell  it.*  So,  by  statute  in  Kentucky  certain  property 
of  an  intestate  is  required  to  be  set  apart  by  appraisers  for  the 
use  of  his  widow  and  children,*  and  another  statute  provides 
that  *'the  same  personal  property  shall  be  exempt  from  execu- 
tion which  is  exempt  from  distribution."  •     Under  these  statutc^s 

1  Miss.  Acts  I860,  p.  876 ;  Wslly  v.  Wall j,  41  Miss.  659 ;  Rev.  Code  Miss.  1867,  p. 
469,  art.  172 ;  Coleman  v.  Brooke,  87  Miss.  71. 

'  Arkansas— Dig.  Stat  1874,  2  62.  Alabama— Code  1876,  J  2826.  Colorado  — 
Gen.  Laws  1877,  p.  d46,  2^92.  Geoi^gia— Code  1878,  J  2048.  niinois— Rev.  Stat 
iaZI,.p.  486,  i  16;  Iowa— Code  1878,  J  2871.  Kentucky  —  Gen.  Stat  1878,  p.  871, 
{  11.  Mississippi— Rev.  Code  1871,  {  1290.  Nebraska— Gen.  Stat  1878,  {  176. 
Kew  York— 4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large,  626,  {  2.  Ohio— 4  Sayler*8  Stat  2964,  {  1. 
Pennsylvania- 1  Bright  Purd.  Dig.  416,  {  60.  Texas- Pasc  Dig.  Laws,  art  1805. 
Tennessee— 2  Stat  1871,  2  2288. 

'  Pasc  Dig.  Laws,  art  1306. 

•  Fowler  o.  Gilmore,  80  Texas,  482. 

•  Rev.  Stat  1860,  ch.  80,  {  11,  subsec  5. 

•  IHd,,  ch.  86,  art  14,  2  L 
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if  exempt  property  of  the  head  of  a  fftmily  has  been  unlawfully 
attached  and  sold  during  his  absence  from  the  state,  and  he  dies 
before  the  filnd  arising  from  the  sale  is  distributed,  his  widow 
may  claim  her  exemption  out  of  it.  If  the  exempt  property  itself 
had  remained  unsold,  it  would  have  passed  to  the  widow  free 
from  administration,  and  the  money  which  represents  it  is  subject 
to  the  same  law  of  succession.  The  right  of  action  which  a 
debtor  has  for  exempt  property  unlawfully  converted  passes  to 
his  widow,  as  the  property  itself  would  have  passed,  and  not  to 
his  administrator.^  And,  in  the  absence  of  such  a  statute,  it  has 
been  held  that  the  design  of  a  statute  in  exempting  from  execu- 
tion certain  chattels  belonging  to  a  householder  is  best  subserved 
by  continuing  the  exemption  in  his  widow  after  his  death,  if  she 
and  her  children  continue  to  reside  together  in  the  same  house,  so 
that  she  is  a  householder.'  Therefore,  where  an  execution  was 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  before  the  death  of  the  defendant,  so  that 
it  would  have  been  a  lien  upon  certain  chattels  if  they  had  not 
been  exempt,  it  could  not  be  levied  on  them  after  his  death.' 
Under  a  statute  providing  that  **  all  property  *  *  *  exempt 
from  execution,  *  •  *  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  dying 
intestate,  shall  descend  in  like  manner  as  other  property  descends, 
according  to  the  laws  now  in  force,  to  the  widow  and  children 
during  widowhood,  and  afterwards  to  all  the  children  alike,  free 
from  the  contracts  and  liabilities  of  said  decedent,  or  his  widow 
durinor  her  life,"  *  it  has  been  held  that  where  a  widower  dies  leav- 
ing  children,  such  of  his  property  as  was  exempt  from  execution 
descends  to  them  clothed  with  the  like  exemption.'  A  milch  cow 
in  the  possession  of  a  widow  living  with  and  providing  for  the 
infant  children  of  her  deceased  husband  is,  by  the  statute  of  New 
York,  so  far  devoted  and  set  apait  in  trust  for  the  specific  use  of 
suppoiting  the  widow  and  children  as  to  secure  it  from  liability  to 

^  Myers  v.  Forsyth,  10  Bush,  494 ;  ante,  2  784. 

'  Becker  v.  Becker,  47  Barh.  497,  opinion  by  IngallB,  J.  The  learned  judge  laid 
particular  stress  upon  the  fact  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  protect  not  merely  the 
debtor  himself^  but  also  his  family,  and  cited  as  sustaining  this  view  Woodward  «. 
Murray,  IS  Johns.  400;  Kneetle  v,  Newcomb,  22  N.  Y.  249;  Wilcox  v.  Hawley,  81 
N.  Y.  654. 

'  Becker  v.  Becker,  9upra, 

«  Miss.  Act  October  20, 1862,  p.  66. 

•  Whitcomb  v,  Beid,  81  Miss.  667. 
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be  taken  on  execution  for  the  individual  debts  of  the  widow.  A 
cow  in  the  possession  of  a  widow  under  such  circumstances,  being 
the  only  cow  in  her  possession,  is  also  exempt  from  levy  and  sale 
on  execution,  on  the  ground  of  the  widow  being  a  householder 
within  the  meaning  of  the  provisions  of  the  Bevised  Statutes  of 
that  state  relative  to  executions.*  And  this  notwithstanding  the 
widow  marries  a  second  husband,  who  lives  with  her  upon  the 
farm  left  by  the  deceased,  if  she  continues  to  provide  for  the 
infant  children  after  the  second  marriage  in  the  same  manner  as 
she  did  before.* 

§  897.  Incidents  of  the  Widow's  Exemption.  —  Under  some 
statutes  this  privilege  exists  only  as  a  shield  against  creditors  of 
the  decedent,  and  can  only  be  invoked  when  the  estate  is  insolv- 
ent. In  such  cases  it  does  not  exclude  the  rights  of  adult  heirs, 
who  are  not  entitled  to  participate  in  the  exemption,  but  they  are 
still  entitled  to  their  distributive  shares.  Thus,  in  Alabama, 
under  a  recent  statute  changing  a  former  one,  if  the  estate  turns 
out  to  be  solvent  and  there  is  a  residue  for  distribution,  the 
exemption  set  apaH  to  the  widow  and  children  is  accounted  for 
as  a  portion  of  their  distributive  share.'  But  more  frequently, 
perhaps,  the  right  is  given  without  regard  to  the  size  and  solvency 
of  the  deced^it's  estate.^  Nor  is  it  affected  by  the  fact  that  the 
wife*  or  children*  have  separate  property.  To  this,  however,  a 
notable  exception  exists  in  Louisiana,  which  will  receive  a  sepa- 
rate consideration.^  In  general,  the  widow  takes  this  property 
in  absolute,  plenary  ownership.*  But  this  is  not  always  so  ;  some 
statutes  limit  her  to  a  usufructuary  interest  for  life,  and  some  to 
such  an  interest  during  life  or  widowhood.*  The  bounty  thus 
secured  to  the  widow  and  orphan  children  of  a  decedent  presents 

1  2  Rev.  Stat.  867,  {  22. 

'  Brigbam  v.  Bush,  88  Barb.  696. 

•  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  61  Ala.  498. 

^  Code  Tenn.,  {  2288 ;  Bayloss  v.  Bayless,  4  Coldw.  861 ;  Merriman  v,  Lacefield,  4 
Heisk.  220;  Loury  v,  Herbert,  26  Miss.  101 ;  Gompher  v.  Gompher,  26  Pa.  St.  88. 
'  Goleman  v.  Brooke,  87  Miss.  71 ;  Whitley  o.  Stephensoxly  88  Miss.  118. 

•  Ante,  i  577. 

T  Infra,  2  922  0<  8eq. 
»  Infi^,  li  898-90a 

•  Infra,  i  902. 
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many  points  of  resemblance  to  the  "year's  support,"  or  "tem- 
porary allowance,"  secured  to  the  widow  and  minor  children 
under  various  statutes,  but  differences  sufficiently  marked  present 
themselves  to  suggest  a  separate  treatment  for  the  latter  subject.^ 
The  two  exemptions  resemble  each  other  in  respect  of  the  general 
rule  that  the  husband  cannot  deprive  the  widow  and  children  of 
either  by  testamentary  disposition,  any  more  than  he  can  thus 
deprive  the  widow  of  dower  or  homestead.' 

§  898.  Does  not  pass  to  Administrator.  —  Elsewhere  it  has 
been  shown  that  property  exempt  from  execution  does  not  pass 
to  a  receiver,  nor  to  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy.'  Nor  is  the 
homestead — a  part  of  the  estate  of  a  decedent — subject  to  admin- 
istration.^ On  the  same  principle,  personalty  reserved  as  exempt 
to  the  widow  and  children  of  a  decedent  does  no£  pass  to  the 
administrator,  but  is  exempt  from  administration.'  In  this  respect 
this  right  differs  from  dower,  which  is  inchoate  and  resting  in 
action,  whilst  the  right  to  specific  chattels  exempted  to  the  widow 
is  absolute  and  exclusive,  depending  upon  no  contingency.  And 
the  rule  is  the  same  whether  the  bounty  consist  of  enumerated 
chattels,  as  in  Illinois,  or  in  a  general  allowance  of  personalty  or 
money  of  a  given  value.'  Ifj'^therefore,  the  administrator  takes 
possession  of  it  and  sells  it,  the  widow  can  maintain  trover  against 
him  for  it  ;^  and  in  Alabama  it  was  no  defense  that  the  Probate 
Court  authorized  its  sale,  since  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction 
so  to  do.'  And  in  case  of  the  death  of  the  widow  before  reducing 
this  property  iuto  possession,  it  passes  to  her  administrator,  and 

1  See  the  next  chapter. 

'  Ante,  {  544 ;  jjost,  {  98S;  Bayless  v.  Bayless,  4  Goldw.  861 ;  Armstrong  v.  Park;  9 
Humph.  195 ;  Succession  of  Hunter,  13  La.  An.  257* 
»  Ante,  i  784. 

*  Ante,  i  646. 

>  O'Docherty  o.  McGloin,  25  Texas,  72;  Ex  parte  Beavis,  50  Ala.  212;  Carter  v. 
Hinkle,  18  Ala.  529;  McCuan  v.  Turrentine,  4S  Ala.  68;  York  v.  York,  88  m.  622; 
HaBtings  v.  Myers,  21  Mo.  519 ;  Kellogg  v,  G-raves,  5  Ind.  609 ;  Wilmington  v.  Sutton, 
6  Iowa,  44;  Mason  v,  O'Brien,  42  Miss.  427;  Bayless  v,  Bayless,  4  Coldw.  861 ;  Code 
Tenn.,  {  2288 ;  Ooleman  v.  Brooke,  87  Miss.  71 ;  Whitley  o.  Stephenson,  88  Miss.  118 ; 
Wally  V.  Wally,  41  Miss.  657. 

*  Hastings  v.  Myers,  supra;  Kellogg  v.  Qraves,  supra, 
T  Carter  v.  Hinkle,  18  Ala.  529. 

*  IHd. 
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not  to  her  children,  nor  to  their  guardian  for  them ;  and  the 
husband's  administrator  must  not  pay  it  over,  except  to  the 
administrator  of  the  widow. ^  If  he  do  not  so  pay  it  over,  the 
widow's  administrator  may  sue  and  recover  it  of  him.'  If  the 
husband's  executor  or  administrator  sell  all  the  personal  estate, 
including  that  which  should  have  been  set  apart  to  the  widow  as 
her  exemption,  she  may  elect  to  affirm  the  sale  and  claim  her 
allowance  out  of  the  proceeds.' 

§  899.  Under  Mississippi  Act  of  1830.  —  An  early  statute  of 
Mississippi,  passed  in  1839,  provided  that  ''  all  property  now 
exempt  from  execution  under  the  existing  laws  of  this  state 
shall,  upon  the  death  of  any  person  possessed  of  the  same, 
descend  to  the  widow  and  children  of  the  deceased,  and  be 
exempted  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  deceased  before  his 
death."  *  An  act  passed  in  1846  provided  that  **  the  widow  of 
any  deceased  husband  shall  be  allowed  and  entitled  to  all  the 
personal  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  which  is  by  law  exempt 
from  sale  or  distress  under  execution,"  etc.  These  provisions 
were  held  too  broad  to  limit  the  right  to  the  exemption  to  cases 
whei*e  the  estate  was  insolvent.  The  widow  was  entitled  to  it  in 
all  cases.' 

§  900.  How  under  Mississippi  Code  of  1857. — By  the  Mis- 
sissippi Code  of  1857  it  was  provided  that  '*the  widow  shall  be 
allowed  to  retain  and  hold  to  her  own  use  all  personal  estate  of 
her  deceased  husband  which  is  by  law  exempted  from  sal6  under 
execution  or  distress,  and  may  hold  the  same  free  from  sale 
under  execution  or  distress  for  any  debt  contracted  by  her  said 
husband,  and  from  sale  for  any  debt  or  demand  which  she  may 
contract  after  his  death."*  This  statute  vested  in  the  widow  all 
the  personal  estate  of  her  deceased  husband  which  by  law  was 
exempted  from  execution  or  distress,  notwithstanding  she  may 

1  Hastings  v,  Myers,  21  Mo.  619. 

«  York  V.  York,  88  ni.  622. 

s  Sheldon  v.  Bliss,  8  N.  Y.  81 ;  Memman  v.  Lacefleld,  4  Heiak.  220. 

«  Hutch.  Oodo  Miss.,  680,  {  2. 

^  Loury  v.  Herbert,  26  Miss.  101. 

•  Bey.  Code  Miss.,  ed.  1867,  p.  469,  art  172. 
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have  had  **  separate  property  at  the  time  of  her  husband's  death 
equal  in  value  to  what  would  be  her  lawful  portion  of  her  hus- 
band's real  and  personal  estate  ;  "  *  that  is,  she  was  entitled  to 
it  over  and  above  her  distributive  share .^  It  wtis  no  part  of  the 
estate  of  the  decedent  subject  to  administration  or  division.  It 
descended  directly  to,  and  vested  by  operation  of  law  in,  the 
widow,  absolutely  discharged  from  the  debts  and  liabilities  -of 
the  husband  or  the  claims  of  the  heirs,  just  in  the  same  manner 
that  real  estate  vests  in  the  heirs.  **  The  only  difference,'*  con- 
tinued the  court,  '*  is  that  in  case  of  exempt  property  it  vests 
absolutely  and  at  all  events,  and  in  case  of  real  property  it  vests 
stib  modo  only."' 

5  901.  How  nnder  Mississippi  Act  of  1860.  — It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  bounty  created  by  the  statute  last  recited  was 
given  to  the  widow  alone,  and  in  full  property.  Under  it  a  man 
might  die  leaving  a  widow  and  children  by  a  former  wife.  The 
widow  i^ght  succeed  to  this  bounty ;  by  her  remarriage  it  might 
become  the  property  of  a  second  husband,  a  stranger  to  him, 
while  the  children  of  his  blood  were  left  in  indigence.  To  pre- 
vent such  a  result  the  Legislature  of  Mississippi  passed,  in  1860, 
an  act  providing  that  *'  the  widow  and  children  of  any  deceased 
person  shall  be  allowed  to  retain  and  hold  to  their  use  all  the 
personal  estate  of  such  deceased  person  which  is  by  law  exempt 
from  sale  under  execution  for  any  debt  contracted  by  such  de- 
cedent^"* etc.  Under  this  statute  the  widow  took  jointly  with 
the  children  of  the  decedent  what  she  before  took  in  severalty. 
Here,  as  under  the  former  statute,  her  right  was  not  affected  by 
her  having  a  separate  estate  equal  in  value  to  what  would  have 
been  her  lawful  poiiilon  of  her  husband's  real  and  personal  estate. 
This  property,  upon  the  death  of  any  person  intestate,  descended 
directly  to  the  widow  and  children,  and  vested  in  them,  by  opera- 
tion of  law,  absolutely,  without  any  condition,  limitation,  or  re- 
striction upon  their  right  to  use  the  same.     And  although  it  was 

1  Coleman  v.  Brooke,  87  Miss.  71 ;  Whitley  v.  StepheziBozi,  8S  Miss.  11& 

*  Whitley  v.  Stephenson,  supra, 

•  Ibid. 

«  Hiss.  Acts  1860,  p.  876. 
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made  the  duty  of  the  appraisers  of  an  estate,  for  convenience 
and  to  prevent  litigation,  to  designate  and  set  apart  this  property 
to  the  widow  and  children,  yet  their  title  to  the  same  did  not  de- 
pend upon  any  action  of  the'  appraisers.^  It  descended  to  them 
exempt  from  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  deceased,  whether 
his  estate  were  solvent  or  insolvent.^*  If  it  was  not  delivered  to 
the  widow  and  children  upon  demand,  they  might  bring  an  action 
for  its  value  against  the  administrator,  or  against  any  other  per- 
son who  had  converted  it.*  And  where  the  administrator  refused 
to  deliver  it  to  them,  and  it  was  destroyed  in  his  hands  by  the 
casualties  of  war,  he  was  held  liable  to  them  for  its  value.* 

§  902.  How  nnder  Mississippi  Act  o€  1865.  —  Second  hus- 
bands have  never  been  favorites  of  first  husbands,^  professedly 
not  of  first  wives,®  and  frequently  not  of  judges^  and  legislators. 
Accordingly,  the  Legislature  of  Mississippi,  with  the  obvious 
design  of  further  limiting  a  statute  still  too  beiieficial  to  second 
husbands,  enacted  that*' all  the  propei-ty,  real  and  personal, 
exempt  by  the  provisions  of  this  act,  shall  descend  to  the  widow 
as  head  of  the  family,  during  her  widowhood^  for  the  use  and 
ben^t  of  herself  and  children,  and,  in  the  event  of  her  marriage 
or  death,  to  descend  in  like  manner  as  other  property  descends 
by  law  in  this  state."  •  *'  The  precise  change  made  by  this  act 
is  that  the  *  interest '  of  the  widow,  instead  of  being  in  fee  sim- 

»  Wally  V,  Wally,  41  Miss.  659;  Mason  ».  O'Brieii,  42  Miss.  427. 
s  Mason  v.  O'Brien,  supra, 
»  Ibid. 

*  Ibid.  The  case  as  stated  does  not  show  that  the  exempted  articles  in  question 
were  demanded  hefore  their  destruction  hy  the  Federal  troops  while  in  possession  of 
the  administrator.    This  was  probably  thought  immaterial. 

^  Witness  the  numerous  wills  which  contain  restraints  upon  a  second  marriage. 
*  **In  second  husband  let  me  be  accurst; 

None  wed  the  second  but  who  killed  the  first! " 

— Hamlet:  Act  m,  Scene  2. 

*  "  The  statute,'*  said  a  learned  and  humane  Judge,  commenting  on  a  statute  of 
this  kind,  in  a  case  elsewhere  discussed,  '*was  obviously  intended  for  the  benefit  of 
the  widow  and  family  of  the  deceased — not  the  widow  alone,  but  the  widow  and 
children.  As  we  cannot  see  the  justice  and  propriety  of  so  construing  it  as  to  allow 
the  widow's  second  husband  to  enjoy  its  benefits  at  the  expense  of  the  children  of  him 
by  whom  the  property  was  acquired,  we  feel  constrained  to  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below."    Dillon,  J.,  in  Gaakell  v.  Case,  18  Iowa,  149. 

*  Miss.  Acta  1866,  p.  188,  2  8. 
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pie,  is  reduced  to  a  life  interest ;  not  a  life  interest  in  the  whole 
property,  but  in  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  property  in  common 
with  the  children.     The  benefit  and   use   are   common  to  the 
widow  and  children  so  long  as  she  continues  a  widow ;  but  on 
her  death  or  maiTiage  the  property  descends  to  tlie  heir  of  the 
deceased  husband."^     If  the  exempt  property  has  been   con- 
verted into  money,  and  the  children  of  the  deceased  husband  are 
of  age,  the  widow  is  entitled  to  a  child's  part  of  the  fund,  to  be 
used  and  enjoyed  by  her  during  life  or  widowhood,  which,  upon 
the  happening  of  death  or  marriage,  goes  to  the  children.'     In 
such  a  case,  however,  before  this  share  was  paid  to  the  widow 
she  was  required  to  give  '*bond,  with  good  and  sufficient  sure- 
ties, that  her  executors  or  administrators,  in  case  of  her  death, 
or  herself,  in  case  of  her  marriage,  will  refund  to  the  children 
of  the   deceased   husband   their  respective   portions   or   shares 
thereof,"'  —  a  requirement  which  at  last  deprives  the  exemp- 
tion of  all  substantial  benefit  to  the  widow.     If  there  are  no 
children,  this  fact  does  not  deprive  the  exempt  property  of  its 
peculiar  character.     In  such  a  case  the  widow  takes  a  defeasible 
life  estate,  remainder  in  fee  to  the  heirs  of  the  children.*    '^hus, 
where  the  exemption  consisted  of  a  tract  of  land  occupied  by 
the  deceased  as  his  homestead,  and  there  were  no  children,  the 
widow  took  the  entire  tract,  her  estate  therein  being  as  above 
stated.*    If,  at  the  time  of  a  second  marriage  of  the  widow, 
there  are  no  children  of  the  first  husband  living,  such  property 
will  revert  back  to  his  estate,  will  be  subject  to  the  payment  of 
his  debts,  and  the  administrator  will,  in  a  proper  proceeding,  be 
compelled  to  inventory  and  sell  it  for  that  purpose.^ 

§  903.  In  Iowa,  Widow  not  absolute  Owner.  —  The  Code  of 
Iowa  provides  that,  **  when  the  deceased  leaves  a  widow,  no 
property  which,  in  her  hands  as  head  of  a  family,  would  be  ex- 
empt from  execution  shall   be   deemed   assets  or   administered 

1  Hardin  v.  Osborne,  48  Miss.  587 ;  Birmingham  v,  Birmingham,  58  Hiss.  610. 
^  Hardin  v.  Osborne,  supra. 

*  Ibid, 

*  Binningham  v.  Birmingham,  aupra, 

*  Ilnd, 

*  Carpenter  v.  Brownlee,  88  Miss.  200 ;  anU,  {  648. 
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npon  as  such ;  but  the  same,  after  being  inventoried  without 
appraisement,  shall  remain  with  her  and  the  family  until  disposed 
of  according  to  law."^  Another  section  provides  that  **the 
personal  property  of  the  deceased  not  necessary  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  debts,  nor  otherwise  disposed  of  as  hereinbefore  pro- 
vided, shall  be  distributed  to  the  same  persons  and  in  the  same 
proportions  as  though  it  were  real  estate.^  In  interpreting  these 
obscure  provisions  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state  has  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  widow  does  not  hold  this  title  in  her 
own  right ;  that,  while  the  administrator  cannot  recover  it  from 
her,'  her  interest  in  it  is  merely  usufructuary ;  she  cannot  sell  or 
dispose  of  it  absolutely,  unless  perhaps  to  prevent  waste  ;  she  is, 
as  to  it,  a  sort  of  trustee  for  the  legatees  or  distributees ;  and 
when  she  no  longer  needs  or  uses  it  as  the  head  of  the  family,  it 
falls  into  the  general  personal  estate  of  the  decedent,  and  be- 
comes liable,  not  to  the  payment  of  his  debts,  but  to  distribution 
according  to  law.*  "  The  statute  was  obviously  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  widow  and  the  family  of  the  deceased  —  not  the 
widow  alone,  but  the  widow  and  the  children."*  When,  there- 
fore, all  of  the  children  become  of  age,  and  the  widow  remarries, 
the  children  are  entitled  to  have  their  portions  of  this  property 
distributed  to  them  ;  and  if  the  widow  or  her  second  husband 
has  sold  it,  the  children  may  maintain  an  action  against  them  for 
the  vaVue  of  their  shares.*  The  court,  however,  does  not  hold  that, 
if  the  widow  and  her  second  husband  had  retained  possession  of 
the  property,  there  could  have  been  a  recovery,  but  the  decision 
Ms  limited  strictly  to  the  case  before  the  court  ;^  and  **  whether 
the  widow — the  children  all  having  attained  their  majority  and 
left  the  homestead  —  if  she  continues  to  keep  house,  and  in  good 
faith  manages  and  cares  for,  and  needs  the  use  of,  the  property 

1  Code  1S51,  J  1829;  Rev.  1860,  {  2361 ;  Code  1878, 1  2871. 
»  Ibid.,  2  1890;  IHd.,  J  2422;  Ibid.,  1878,  2  2436. 

•  V^Tilmington  v,  Sutton,  6  Iowa,  44. 

*  Ibid,;  Wilmington  v.  Goff  (MS.);  Schaffner  v.  Grutzmacher,  6  Iowa,  144; 
Gaskell  v.  Case,  18  Iowa,  147 ;  Paup  v,  Sylvester,  22  Iowa,  371 ;  Meyer  v.  Meyer,  28 
Iowa,  877. 

'  Per  Dillon,  J.,  in  Gaskell  o.  Case,  18  Iowa,  149. 

<  Gaskell  v.  Case,  supra. 

»  Ibid.    See  Paup  v.  Sylvester,  22  Iowa,  877,  per  Wright,  J. 
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thus  left  and  set  apart,  can  be  compelled  to  surrender  it,  in  whole 
or  in  part>  to  them,"  is  a  question  still  left  in  doubt.^ 

§  904.    Appraisement  and  Selection,    when  necessary. -^  In 

Indiana,  under  a  statute  giving  the  widow  the  right,  "  before  any 
distribution,  to  three  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  personal  prop- 
erty of  her  deceased  husband,  to  be  selected  by  her  at  its  ap- 
praised value,"  *  and  providing  that  she  may,  "  at  any  time  be- 
fore the  return  of  the  inventory,  •  •  •  select  and  take 
articles  therein  appraised,  not  exceeding  in  value  $300,  for  which 
she  shall  receipt  to  such  executor  or  administrator,"  before  the 
property  can  vest  in  her  there  must  be  an  appraisement,  in  course 
of  administration,  and  a  selection  by  her  under  such  appraise- 
ment. Hence,  if  the  widow  takes  possession  of  such  property 
without  such  appraisement  and  selection,  her  husband's  adminis- 
trator may  recover  it  by  replevin  from  her  administrator.'  An 
earlier  statute  provided  that  **the  widow  of  any  decedent 
*  *  *  may  select,  at  the  time  of  valuation,  one  hundred  dol- 
lars in  value  of  the  personal  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,  for 
which  she  shall  not  be  required  to  account  in  any  manner  what- 
ever."* This  statute  imposed  upon  the  widow  the  active  duty 
of  making  a  selection,  and  if  she  did  not  exercise  the  right,  she 
was  presumed  to  have  waived  it.  It  was  not  the  duty  of  the  ad- 
ministrator to  make  a  tender  of  the  allowance  to  her.  Although, 
if  held  to  the  literal  words  of  the  statute,  she  must  make  her  se- 
lection at  the  very  time  the  property  was  inventoried  and  valued, 
yet  the  court  thought  it  would  bear  an  interpretation  suflSciently 
liberal  to  enable  her  to  make  her  selection  at  any  time  before  the 
goods  passed  out  of  the  hands  of  the  administrator ;  but  she 

^  Paup  V.  Sylvester,  IS  Iowa,  877 ;  Meyer  v.  Meyer,  28  Iowa,  877.  In  an  appendix  to  one 
of  the  volumes  of  the  Iowa  Reports  there  is  a  case  reported  in  hrief  thus,  but  the  writer 
does  not  know  what  it  means :  "  Baldwin,  C.  J. :  Where  it  is  ascertained  that  an  estate 
is  insolvent,  and  that  after  the  final  settlement  there  will  remain  no  sum  whatever  in 
the  hands  of  the  executors  for  the  widow  or  children,  heldt  that  there  is  no  provision 
of  law  that  would  justify  the  County  Court  in  making  an  order  directing  the  executors 
to  pay  a  portion  of  the  assets  of  the  estate  to  the  widow  for  her  support,  and  that  of 
the  minor  children."    In  re  Hieschler,  18  Iowa,  697. 

«  1  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  1860,  p.  296,  2  21. 

*  Harrell  v.  Hammond,  26  Ind.  104. 
«  Bev.  Stat  Ind.  1888,  p.  288,  {  10. 
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could  not  make  it  after  the  administrator's  sale.^  To  obviate 
this  result  the  Legislature  of  Indiana,  in  1843,  passed  an  act  pro- 
viding that  '*  the  widow  of  any  decedent  shall  be  entitled  to  select, 
at  its  appraised  value,  property  of  her  said  deceased  husband  to 
the  amount  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars ;  or,  if  the  said 
property  shall  have  been  sold,  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  the  sum  of  one  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars in  money,  for  which  she  shall  not  account."  *  This  allowance 
was  held  not  an  anticipation  of  her  distributive  share ;  upon  final 
distribution  she  was  entitled  to  the  proportion  fixed  by  the  stat- 
ute of  distributions,  without  any  deduction  on  account  of  this 
bounty.* 

§  905.  Statutes  under  whlcb  the  wbole  Estate  vests  in 
Widow.  — There  are  statutes  in  some  of  the  states  which  provide, 
in  substance,  that  when  the  value  of  the  whole  estate,  both  real 
and  personal,  does  not  exceed  $300,  the  whole  shall  be  delivered 
over  to  the  widow.*  In  Indiana  the  widow  does  not  take  such  a 
title  as  will  enable  her  to  maintain  suit  for  such  property  with- 
out an  order  of  court  vesting  it  in  her ;  *  but  in  Arkansas  she  may 
defend  against  an  action  brought  against  her  for  an  account,  by 
showing  that  the  whole  estate  did  not  exceed  in  value  $300.* 
Where  a  part  of  the  property  thus  vested  in  the  widow  consisted 
of  an  account^  and  she  brought  suit  upon  it,  and  the  defendant 
bought  up  a  note  which  had  been  given  by  the  husband  in  his 
life-time,  and  endeavored  to  plead  by  way  of  set-oflT,  it  was  held 
that  this  could  not  be  done.^  After  an  order  has  been  made,  in 
pursuance  of  such  a  statute,  vesting  all  the  propeity  in  the 
widow,  she  is  entitled  to  sue  for,  and  recover,  all  debts  due  the 
decedent,  and  to  reduce  into  possession  all  property  belonging  to 

^  Johnson  v,  Robertson,  7  Blackf.  425. 

>  Act  February  18,  1843 ;  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1848,  p.  1049. 

*  Hays  V.  Buffington,  2  Ind.  369. 

*  2  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  1860,  p.  622,  {  188  et  acq,;  Gen.  Stat  Yt  (App.  1870), 
cb.  61,  {  1,  Bubsec.  4. 

*  Noblett  V,  Dillinger,  28  Ind.  606. 

*  Hampton  v.  Physick,  24  Ark.  "^661 
f  Haugh  V.  Seabold,  16  Ind.  84& 
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the  estate  ;^  audit  is  immaterial  that  the  assets,   in  fact,  exceed 
$300y  so  long  as  the  order  of  the  court  remains  in  force.* 

§  906.  Duty  of  Appraisers  and  of  Administrators.  — In  Illi- 
nois it  is  not  the  duty  of  the  appraisers  of  the  husband's  estate  to 
set  apart  to  the  widow  the  specific  articles,  but  simply  to  certify 
their  value  to  the  Probate  Court,  in  order  that  they  may  be  ex- 
cluded from  the  assets  of  the  estate,  and  that  the  administrator 
may  not  be  chargeable  with  them  as  assets.  But  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  administrator  to  set  them  apart  to  the  wido^,  or,  in  case 
of  her  death,  to  her  administrator ;  and  his  failure  to  do  so  is 
evidence  of  a  conversion  such  as  renders  him  liable  for  them  or 
for  their  value.* 

§  907.  Husband's  <<  wearing  Apparel."  —  Elsewhere  we  have 
had  occasion  to  consider  the  meaning  of  the  term  ^<  wearing 
apparel,"*  in  ordinary  cases  between  debtor  and  creditor.  Stat- 
utes exist  in  some  of  the  states  reserving  to  the  widow  the 
wearing  apparel  of  her  deceased  husband.  The  consideration 
which  has  induced  the  passage  of  these  statutes  is  the  obvious 
propriety  and  decency  of  allowing  to  the  widow  such  personal 
relics  of  her  deceased  husband  as,  while  precious  to  her,  would, 
if  sold  to  pay  debts,  be  of  little  value  to  creditors,  and  which 
would  be  of  still  less  consequence,  perhaps,  to  legatees  and  dis- 
tributees. Statutes  of  this  kind,  therefore,  obviously  demand  a 
liberal  construction,  especially  if  the  estate  is  solvent.  It  is  pain- 
ful, theu,  to  read  the  views  upon  a  statute  of  this  kind  of  a 
majority  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont,  holding,  in  opposi- 
tion to  the  views  of  Judge  Redfield,  who  dissented,  that  neither 
the  watch,  watch-key,  chain,  cord,  seals,  finger-ring,  or  sword 
and  belt  usually  worn  by  the  deceased,  who  was  an  officer  of  the 
navy,  were  to  be  deemed  wearing  apparel  within  the  meaning 
of  such  a  statute,  although  his  bosom-pin  and  epaulets  were  ;  and 
tbis  where  the  contest  was  wholly  between  the  widow  and  heirs 

^  2  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  628,  {  186. 
>  Downs  t).  Downs,  17  Ind.  95. 
»  York  V.  York,  88  111.  622. 
*  Ante,  {  786  et  aeq. 
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upon  an  order  for  distribution,^  and  where  the  estate,  after  pay- 
ing expenses  and  debts,  was  worth  $18,000,  mostly  in  money. 

§  908.  Widow's  Parapbemalia.  —  A  widow  is  entitled  to  re- 
tain, as  paraphernalia,  only  one  gold  xoatch^  which  she  had  been 
in  the  habit  of  wearing  during  the  life  of  her  husband ;  and  even 
this  she  cannot  retain  against  creditors  if  the  estate  is  insolvent.* 


ARTICLE  n. — Widow's  Exemption  in  Pennsylvania. 

§  909.  The  Statnte  of  Pennsylvania  provides  that  "the  widow 
or  children  of  any  decedent  dying  within  this  commonwealth, 
testate  or  intestate,  may  retain  either  real  or  personal  property 
belonging  to  said  estate  to  the  value  of  three  hundred  dollars, 
and  the  same  shall  not  be  sold,  but  suffered  to  remain  for  the  use 
of  the  widow  and  family."' 

§  910.   Bight  not  dependent  npon  Intestacy  or  Insolvency. — 

The  statute,  it  will  be  observed,  confers  this  bounty  upon  the 
widow  whether  the  husband  died  '*  testate  or  intestate."  The 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  adds  that  she  is  entitled  to  it 
irrespective  of  the  question  whether  the  husband  died  solvent  or 
insolvent.  **  So  much  of  the  estate  belongs  to  her  and  her  chil- 
dren, if  she  has  any,  for  the  use  of  the  family.  If  she  has  no 
children,  it  is  hers  absolutely.  ♦  •  •  Her  right  to  this  is 
superior  to  that  of  creditors,  unless  in  cases  of  liens  for  the 
purchase-money  of  real  estate  elected  to  be  retained,  and  of 
course  it  is  to  the  exclusion  of  the  legatees."* 

§  911,    Not   affected  by    electing  to   take   nnder    Will. — 

**  Where  a  widow  accepts  a  provision  made  for  her  in  the  will  of 

1  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Vt  249.  Bedfield,  C.  J.,  in  his  dissenting  opinion, 
said :  **  But,  upon  inquiry  and  examination,  both  in  this  state  and  in  other  states 
where  they  have  a  similar  statute,  I  think  the  practical  construction  has  been  to 
regard  a  lady^s  watch  as  a  part  of  her  apparel  and  ornaments,  and  thus  belonging  to 
her;  but  that  the  husband's  watch  is  a  part  of  the  estate,  and  does  not  go  to  the 
widow." 

*  Husbands  v.  Bullock,  1  Dut.  28 ;  compare  Heirs  of  Sawyer  t;.  Sawyer,  28  Yt. 
249.    See  1  Wms.  Ex.  648-^;  2  £q.  Cas.  Abr.  156. 

»  Penn.  Act  April  14, 1861,  J  6 ;  Purd.  Laws,  618 ;  Bright  Purd,  Dig.  416. 

«  Compher  v.  Gompher,  26  Pa.  St  83. 
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her  husband,  she  cannot  claim  her  rights  under  the  intestate  laws ; 
but  this  does  not  apply  to  the  three  hundred  dollars  which  she  is 
authorized  to  retjiin  by  the  act  of  1851.  So  much  of  the  estate 
is  withdrawn  from  the  general  course  of  administration,  and 
specifically  appropriated  bylaw  to  the  use  of  the  *  widow  and 
family;'  and  this  is  so  whether  the  widow  elects  to  take  under 
the  will,  if  there  be  one,  or  prefers  her  statutory  rights  in  the 
distiibution  of  the  estate."  ^ 

§  912.  Conversion  into  Money  not  favored. — Expressions 
are  found  in  several  cases  from  which  the  inference  may  be  drawn 
that  the  conversion  of  the  debtor's  or  widow's  exemption  into 
money  is  not  favored,  unless  the  statute  expressly  authorizes  it.' 
The  reason  of  this  has  been  well  expressed  by  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Pennsylvania:  **  The  laws  which  exempt  from  execution  arti- 
cles necessary  for  the  enjoyment  of  life,  like  those  which  oblige 
communities  to  provide  for  persons  who  are  unable  to  provide  for 
themselves,  rest  upon  this  foimdation.  The  law  of  our  being,  the 
nature  of  our  climate,  and  our  habits  of  life  render  certain  articles 
so  indispensable  to  our  existence  as  intelligent  beings  that  the 
Legislature  have  exempted  them  from  execution,  disregarding  the 
claims  of  severe  and  exacting  justice,  in  obedience  to  the  higher 
obligations  of  humanity  and  necessity.  This  was  done,  not  in  order 
that  the  debtor  might  make  merchandise  of  them  and  expend  the 
proceeds  for  the  gratification  of  desires  which  had  no  claim  upon 
the  humanity  or  the  sympathies  of  the  public,  but  in  order  that 
the  articles  thus  exempt  from  execution  might  be  *  retained,'  and 
'  remain'  for  the  use  of  the  debtor  and  his  family.  It  is  not  an 
absolute  gift^  but  a  ti'ust  for  a  particular  purpose ;  and  every  at- 
tempt to  convert  this  benevolent  provision  for  the  comfort  of  the 
debtor  into  a  claim  for  money,  which  may  be  expended  without 
promoting  that  object,  should  be  discountenanced  as  a  perversion 
of  the  statute."  *  Therefore,  where  a  widow  had  made  no  elec- 
tion to  retain  specific  real  or  personal  estate  before  a  sale  of  the 

1  Gompher  v.  Gompher,  25  Pa.  St  88.    So  held,  under  a  similar  statute,  in  GolUer 
«.  GoUier,  8  Ohio  St  869,  876. 

*  AnU,  \  882. 

•  Keff's  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  246,  pw  Lewis,  J. 
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real  property  under  an  order  of  the  orphan's  court,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,  she  could  not  chiim  any  portion  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  sale.*  Nor  is  she  entitled  to  an  order  of  the  orphan's 
court  to  sell  real  estate  in  order  to  raise  the  amount  of  her  ex- 
emption.* 

§  913.  Widow  absolute  Owner.  — But  the  interest  which  the 
widow  tsvkes  is  an  entire  juid  full  ownership,  with  an  unlimited 
right  of  disposition ;  and  this  is  so  whether  the  property,  which 
thus,  in  the  language  of  the  statute,  **  remains  for  the  use  of  the 
widow  and  family,"  be  personal  or  real ;  since,  **  if  the  property 
is  to  be  held  in  trust  and  only  the  proceeds  applied,  the  interest 
of  three  hundred  dollars  would  be  of  very  little  moment  in  the 
support  of  the  family,"  and  •*  there  may  be  a  greater  necessity 
to  sell  the  land  retained  than  personalty.  It  may  be  totally  un- 
productive and  useless,  and  a  source  of  expense  on  account  of 
accrued  and  accruing  taxes."  • 

§  914.  What  Widows  included  in  tlie  Statute.  —  This  stat- 
ute does  not,  of  course,  embrace  a  woman  who  has  never  been 
the  lawful  wife  of  the  decedent.*  The  language  of  this  statute, 
**  remain  for  the  use  of  the  said  widow  andfamily^^^  when  taken 
in  connection  with  the  previous  legislation  of  Pennsylvania  on 
the  subject  of  exemptions,  has  led  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  to  the  conclusion  that  the  purpose  of  this  statute  was  **  to 
make  an  immedinte  provision  for  the  wants  of  the  family  when 
the  head  of  it  is  removed  by  death,  in  order  that  their  sorrows 
may  not  be  heightened  by  the  pressure  of  necessity."*  *' We 
have  in  numerous  cases,"  said  Thompson,  J.,  "spoken  of  the 
provision  in  the  act  as  intended  for  the  maintenance  and  support 
of  the  decedent's  familv,  so  that  one  bereavement  should  not  be 
followed  by  another — the  loss  of  the  means  of  subsistence."* 

1  Neff '8  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  246,  per  Lewis,  J. 
■  Lyman's  Admr.  v,  Byam,  88  Pa.  St  479. 
s  Sipes  0.  Mann,  89  Pa.  St  414. 

*  Shoak'8  Estate,  18  Pittsb.  Leg.  J.  118. 

'  ^  Hettrickv.  Hettrick,  66  Pa.  St  292,  per  Agnew,  J.  To  the  same  effect  see  Spiei^s 
Appeal,  26  Pa.  St  284. 

*  Sipes  V.  Mann,  supra. 
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It  is,  therefore,  analogous  to  the  *'  year's  allowance  "  provided  by 
statute  in  other  states.^  It  follows  that  this  bounty  cannot  be 
claimed  unless  the  family  relation,  including  cohabitation,  existed 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  husband.  Hence,  a  wife  who 
had  separated  from  her  husband,  and  commenced  a  suit  against 
him  for  a  divorce  a  mensa  et  thoro  and  alimony,  and  who,  the 
cause  never  having  come  to  a  hearing,  had  received  alimony 
under  a  consent  decree  until  the  death  of  the  husband,  could 
not  claim  it.^  Nor  could  a  woman  who  had  deserted  her  hus- 
band twelve  years  before  his  death,  without  reasonable  cause, 
though  there  had  been  no  actual  divorce.*  Nor  does  the  statute 
apply  to  a  widow  who,  upon  the  emigration  of  her  husband  to 
this  country,  five  years  before  his  death,  had  remained  behind, 
and  had  never  joined  him  in  this  country,  although  she  had 
promised  to  do  so.*  Nor  does  it  refer  to  a  widow  who  has 
deserted  her  husband  without  cause,  renounced  conjugal  inter- 
course with  him,  and  lived  apart  from  him  for  some  time  prior 
to  his  death.*  So,  where  a  husband  and  wife,  by  articles  of 
separation,  agreed  to  live  separate  and  apart,  the  husband  cove- 
nanting to  give  a  portion  of  his  property  to  a  trustee  for  her 
use,  and  the  wife  and  her  trustee  covenanting,  in  consideration 
thereof,  that  she  would  not,  at  any  time  thereafter,  claim  any 
jointure,  dower,  or  third  out  of  his  estate,  and  the  husband 
performed  his  part  of  the  contract,  but  the  wife  contracted  a 
second  man'iage  before  his  death,  it  was  held,  leaving  out  of 
view  the  question  of  adultery,  that,  upon  his  death,  she  was  not 
entitled  to  the  benefits  of  this  act.'  But  where  a  widow  suinac 
for  this  exemption  had  been  divorced  from  a  previous  husband, 
on  account  of  his  desertion,  before  her  marriage  to  the  decedent, 
it  was  held  inadmissible  to  prove  that  she  had  committed  adul- 
tery with  the  decedent  before  her  marriage  with  him,  in  order  to 
afiect  her  claim. ^    And  where  a  married  woman  has  been  deserted 

^  As  to  which  see  the  next  chapter. 
«  Hettrick  v,  Hettrick,  66  Pa.  St.  292. 
»  Tozer  v.  Tojser,  2  Am.  Law  Reg.  510. 

*  Spier's  Appeal,  26  Pa.  St  238. 

»  Ordiome's  Appeal,  54  Pa.  St  176. 

•  Dillinger's  Appeal,  86  Pa.  St  867. 

»  Hill's  Admr.  r.  Hill,  42  Pa.  St  19a 
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by  her  husband  and  continues  to  support  their  children,  he  mak* 
ing  no  provision  for  her,  the  family  relation  still  exists,  although 
cohabitation  has  been  suspended  by  the  illegal  act  of  the  hus- 
band; and,  upon  the  death  of  the  husband,  the  wife  may  claim 
her  exemption.^ 

§915.  Bigbts  of  Children. — <<The  same  regard  for  the 
manifest  intention  of  the  Legislature,"  said  the  same  court,  re- 
ferring to  some  of  the  preceding  cases,  '*  requires  us  to  hold  that 
children  who  are  adults,  who  are  not  members  of  the  family  of 
the  decedent,  but  have  gone  out  from  the  paternal  home  to  pro- 
vide for  themselves,  are  not  the  beneficiaries  intended.  If  they 
are,  then,  in  cases  where  there  is  no  widow,  three  hundred  dollars 
may  be  taken  from  the  creditors  of  a  decedent,  by  his  children 
who  are  above  want,  who  were  independent  of  the  assistance  of 
their  father  in  his  life-time,  and  who  have  families  of  their  own. 
Such  could  not  have  been  what  was  intended  by  the  Legislature. 
They  hjid  in  view,  doubtless,  a  family  broken  up  by  the  death  of 
its  head,  a  widow  suddenly  deprived  of  her  protector  and  pro- 
vider, and  children  looking  to  the  widow  for  the  support  which 
the  father  had  given.  It  was  to  enable  the  widow  to  extend  that 
support  that  the  act  was  passed.  She  was  not  made  a  technical 
trustee.  It  was  assumed  her  affection  for  the  children  would  be  a 
sufficient  safeguard  to  their  interests."  It  was  therefore  held 
that  the  widow  could  claim  the  bounty  in  her  own  right,  and  was 
not  obliged  to  divide  it  among  adult  children.* 

§  916.  How  in  case  of  Step-children. — <' Iti  most  cases," 
continued  the  court  in  the  case  last  cited,  **the  widow  is  the 
mother  of  the  children.  If  she  be  but  a  step-mother,  they  are 
generally  safe,  in  her  regard,  not  only  for  them,  but  for  the 
deceased.  Certainly  it  could  not  tend  to  the  promotion  of 
domestic  harmony  to  invite  the  children  (or  relations  of  the  first 
wife  using  the  names  of  the  children)  to  assail  the  character  of 
their  father's  widow,  though  but  a  step-mother,  and  contest  her 
right  to  administer  the  bounty  given  by  the  law  for  herself  and 

I  Terry's  Appeal,  66  Pa.  St  844.  ^ 

*  Nevina'  Appeal,  47  Pa.  St  280,  opinion  by  Strong,  J. 
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her  deceased  husband's  family.  Were  such  a  door  open,  there  is 
reason  to  believe  that  it  would  not  unfrequently  call  forth  some 
of  the  worst  passions,  and  the  bounty  of  the  Legislature,  instead 
of  being  a  blessing,  would  prove  a  curse.  In  a  certain  sense  the 
widow  is  a  trustee  for  herself  and  the  family ;  not,  however,  for 
herself  and  adult  children,  who  are  no  members  of  the  family. 
She  is  responsible  only  in  a  court  of  conscience.  The  law  has 
left  to  her  discretion  the  proper  use  of  the  fund  placed  in  her 
hands,  declaring  only  that  it  is  intended  for  herself  and  the 
f  mily.'*  The  children  of  a  deceased  husband  by  a  former  wife 
were,  therefore,  denied  ''proportionate  parts"  of  this  bounty.* 

§  917.  When  the  Bigrht  must  be  asserted.  —  ''Under  stat- 
utes passed  to  regulate  the  exemption  right  of  widows  and 
children,"  said  Woodward,  J.,  in  Sellers'  Estate,*  "some  rules 
have  been  firmly  settled.  The  demand  for  the  exemption  must 
be  made,  or  the  privilege  will  be  held  to  be  waived.'  It  must  be 
made  within  a  reasonable  time  ;  *  before  a  sale  of  property ; '  be- 
fore the  executor  has  incurred  expenses  in  proceedings  to  efiect  a 
sale  ;  *  before  the  estate  has  been  administered ;  ^  and  before  the 
interests  of  other  parties  shall  have  been  affected  by  delay .* 
There  can  be  but  one  appraisement,  and,  if  property  of  less  value 
than  $300  be  elected  and  retained,  the  right  to  the  residue  is 
waived  .•  If  the  claim  be  duly  made  and  be  disregarded  or  re- 
fused, the  remedy  is  by  a  personal  action  against  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  decedent.^^     But  the  demand  may  be  for 

• 

property  to  the  value  of  $300  out  of  the  decedent's  real  or  per- 
sonal estate,  or  for  the  sum  of  $300  out  of  bank-notes,  money, 

1  Nevins*  Appeal,  47  Pa,  St  230. 

*  82  Pa.  St.  156. 

»  Davia'  Appeal,  84  Pa.  St  266 ;  Hufman's  Appeal,  81  Pa.  St  829. 

*  Burk  V.  Gleason,  46  Pa.  St  297. 

B  Neff's  Appeal,  21  Pa.  St  248;  Estate  of  Granse,  6  Fhila.  Rep.  71;  Estate  of 
Dech,  6  Pbila.  Kep.  72.  And  if  so  made,  it  is  made  in  time.  L^^man's  Admn  v» 
Byam,  88  Pa.  St  475. 

•  Davis'  Appeal,  supra. 

T  Baskin's  Appeal,  88  Pa.  St  65 ;  Tibbins'  Estate,  5  Phila.  Rep.  lOa 
B  Kirkpatrick's  Estate,  6  Phila.  Rep.  98. 

*  Davis'  Appeal,  supra;  Baskin's  Appeal^^upro. 
w  Compher  v.  Compher,  25  Pa.  St  81, 
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stocks,  judgments,  or  other  indebtedness.^  If  money,  as  such, 
or  money  out  of  any  security  is  retained,  appraisement  is  not 
necessary."  *  To  this  summary  statement  it  may  be  added  that 
a  claim  made  after  a  lapse  of  several  years  and  a  second  marriage 
has  been  held  too  late.*  But  where  the  husband  deserts  his  wife, 
withholds  from  her  knowledge  of  his  whereabouts,  and  leaves  her 
to  support  their  children  without  assistance,  she  is  not  bound  at 
her  peril  to  take  notice  of  his  death  in  order  to  claim  her  exemp- 
tion. Thus,  where  the  desertion  had  continued  for  ten  years, 
the  wife  seldom  hearing 'from  the  husband  or  having  tidings  of 
his  whereabouts,  and  where  he  had  been  dead  eighteen  months 
before  the  wife  was  apprised  of  the  fact,  a  claim  made  by  her  im- 
mediately after  coming  into  possession  of  such  knowledge  was 
not  too  late.* 

§  918.    Appraisement  under  the  foregroing:  Statute.  —  The 

statute  already  quoted  from  goes  on  to  I'^cite :  **And  it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  executor  or  administrator  of  such  decedent  to 
have  the  said  property  appraised  in  the  same  manner  as  is  pro- 
vided in  the  act  passed  the  9th  day  of  April,  in  the  year  1849, 
entitled  *  An  act  to  exempt  property  to  the  value  of  three  hundred 
dollars  from  levy  and  sale  on  execution  and  distress  for  rent ; ' 
*  *  *  and  said  appraisement,  upon  being  signed  and  certified 
by  the  appraisers,  and  approved  by  the  orphan's  court,  shall  be 
filed  among. the  records  thereof."*    The  appraisement  under  this 

»  Peim.  Acts  April  14, 1861,  and  April  8,  1869. 

>  Larrison's  Appeal,  36  Pa.  St.  180 ;  Baldy's  Appeal,  40  Pa.  St  828 ;  Peterman's 
Appeal,  76  Pa.  St  116. 

*  Burk  V.  Gleason,  46  Pa.  St  297.  "  The  act  was  passed  for  the  benefit  of  the  widow 
or  children  of  any  decedent  Burk  left  no  children.  Was  Mrs.  Gleason  his  *  widow  ' 
within  the  spirit  and  meaning  of  the  act?  We  think  she  was  not  If  she  meant  to 
assert  her  rights  of  widowhood,  she  should  have  done  it  in  a  reasonable  time  after  her 
husband's  death — in  the  form  of  a  legal  administration — and  whilst  she  was  a  widow 
indeed.  To  delay  her  claim  seven  years,  and  then  to  prosecute  it  through  a  second 
husband,  would  be  an  application  of  the  statute  which  was  not  intended,  and  cannot 
be  admitted.  If  any  widow  could  be  permitted  to  come  into  this  statute  after  a 
second  marriage,  the  laches  of  this  widow  was  gross  enough  to  postpone  her."  IHtLf 
per  Woodward,  J. ;  Thompson,  J.,  dissenting. 

*  Terry's  Appeal,  66  Pa.  St  344. 

>  As  to  the  appraisement  under  this  statute  see,  antCj  {  832. 

*  Act  April  1^  1861,  {  6 ;  Purd.  Laws,  613 ;  Bright  Purd.  Dig.  416,  {  60. 
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stiUute  should  be  made  as  promptly  as  the  appraisement  of  a 
debtor's  estate  under  an  execution,  under  the  act  of  1849.^  The 
fact  that  two  out  of  three  of  the  appraisers  were  relatives  of  the 
decedent  or  widow  was  held  insufficient  to  avoid  the  appraise- 
ment.' Where  a  guardian  of  the  minor  children  of  a  decedent, 
nearly  one  year  after  the  widow's  appraisement  had  been  made, 
and  nine  months  after  it  had  been  confirmed,  filed  exceptions 
thereto,  on  the  ground  that  the  valuation  which  the  appraisers 
had  put  upon  the  articles  chosen  by  her  was  too  low,  and  the 
orphan's  court,  on  rule  granted  to  show  cause  why  the  appraise- 
ment should  not  be  set  aside,  appointed  an  auditor,  who  made 
a  new  and  increased  valuation,  which  the  orphan's  court  con- 
firmed, it  was  held  (1)  that,  since  the  wards  had,  with  the 
widow,  enjoyed  the  use  of  the  goods  for  sO  long  a  time,  their 
guardian  had  no  right  to  complain,  and  that,  for  his  needless 
interference,  the  costs  of  the  proceeding  should  be  imposed  upon 
him  personally ;  (2)  that  the  valuation  of  the  auditor  could  not 
be  substituted  for  that  of  the  appraisers  provided  for  by  law.' 

§  919.    Effect  and  Conclusiveness  of  Appraisement.  —  The 

confirmation  of  the  appraisement  is  an  adjudication  to  the  widow 
of  the  property  mentioned  in  the  inventory,  and  vests  the  same 
in  her  absolutely.*  An  appraisement  confirmed  by  the  court  is  a 
matter  of  record,  possessing  the  efiect  of  a  judgment,  and  open 
to  no  collateral  review.  Such  a  record,  however,  is  conclusive 
of  nothing  except  the  subject  to  which  it  relates.  Thus,  where 
by  an  appraisement  the  value  of  the  specific  chattels  left  by  the 
decedent  was  ascertained  to  be  $48,  and  it  was  in  evidence  that 
the  widow  claimed  $252,  the  residue  of  her  $300  allowed  by  law, 
out  of  a  security  belonging  to  her  husband,  but  no  note  of  her 
claim  was  made  in  the  appraisement,  the  confiimation  of  the 
appraisement,  while  conclusive  as  to  the  goods,  did  not  affSdct 
that  residue ;  since,  as  to  that  part  of  the  exemption  claimed  in 
a  security,  no  appraisement  was  necessary.* 

»  Vandevort'8  Appeal,  48  Pa.  St.  462. 
>  Ibid.;  ante,  {622. 

•  IHd. 

•  Runyan's  Appeal,  27  Pa.  St.  121 ;  ante,  {  667. 

•  Sellers'  Estate,  82  Pa.  St  168. 
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§  920.  Remedy  of  Widow  agrainst  Administrator.  —  In  Penn- 
sylvania it  is  said  that  ordinarily  the  benefit  to  be  derived  from 
the  statute  of  that  state  creating  a  widow's  exemption  should 
be  under  the  supervision  of  the  orphan's  court ;  but  where  the 
executors  refuse  to  allow  the  exempt  property  to  be  appraised 
and  to  remain  with  the  widow,  but  convert  the  whole  estate  into 
money,  the  widow  may  maintain  an  action  against  them  in  the 
Common  Pleas  for  damages  for  the  injury  sustained.^  Here, 
where  the  old  system  of  pleading  prevails,  the  widow  has  not 
such  a  general  or  special  property  in  the  articles  as  will  entitle 
her  to  maintain  trespass  against  the  administrator  who  has  re- 
fused her  an  appraisement.  Her  remedy  is  a  special  action  on 
the  case ;  or,  if  the  estate  has  been  sold  and  converted  into 
money  by  the  administrator,  she  can  maintain  assumpsit  for 
money  had  and  received  to  her  use.*  She  may  bring  her  action 
against  him  at  once,  without  waiting  for  a  settlement  and  distri- 
bution of  the  estate.*  But  it  is  a  good  defense  to  such  an  action 
that  the  widow  has  appropriated  to  her  own  use  three  hundred  dol- 
lai-s'  worth  of  the  personal  estate  of  her  deceased  husband.  Before 
recovering  such  damages  she  is  bound  to  account  for  the  value  of  any 
such  property  previously  taken.*  In  such  a  suit  the  administrator 
may ,  therefore,  prove  the  value  of  the  goods  so  taken  by  the  widow.* 


ARTICLE  ni.  —  Widow's  Homestead  m  Louisiana. 

§  922.  Nature  of  tlie  Bight  in  general.  —  By  a  statute  of 
Louisiana  enacted  "to  provide  a  homestead  for  the  widow  and 
children  of  deceased  persons,"  it  is  provided  that  there  is  to  be 
drawn  for  this  purpose  from  the  estate  ''  a  sum  which,  added  to 
the  amount  of  property  owned  by  them,  or  either  of  them  [the 
•widow  and  children],  in  their  own  right,  will  make  up  the  sum  of 
one  thousand  dollars. ' '  •  This  bounty  is  given  only  to  a  widow  and 
children  left  in  necessitous  circumstances  at  the  death  of  the  hus- 

^  Gompher  v.  Compher,  26  Pa.  St.  84. 

s  Neely  v.McCormick,  26  Pa.  St  266 ;  ante^  {  870  ei  ieq. 

»  Ibid. 

^  Lyman'a  Admr.  v.  fiyam,  88  Pa.  St.  476. 

»  IHd, 

«  La.  Acta  1862,  p.  171. 
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band  ;^  or,  as  one  case  holds,  **  at  the  time  the  charity  is  applied 
for."  *  In  order  to  determine  whether  the  widow  a  d  children  are 
entitled  to  receive  an3rthing  from  the  estate  under  this  statute,  the 
sum  of  their  entire  property  is  to  be  considered,  and,  if  it  amounts 
to  $1,000,  nothing  can  be  withdrawn  from  the  estate,  although 
the  widow  or  some  one  of  the  minor  heirs  may  be  in  necessitous 
circumstances  and  not  possess  $1,000,*  In  the  view  of  the  court 
the  object  of  the  statute  ^^  is,  not  to  make  up  one  thousand  dol- 
lars to  each  of  them,  but  one  thousand  dollars  to  them  all. 
Hence,  if  the  minor  children  are  worth  five  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars,  the  widow  would  receive,  in  usufruct  only,  four  hundred 
and  fifty  doUnrs.  If  they  are  worth  nine  hundred  and  ninety 
dollars,  the  widow  would  receive  only  ten  dollars."  **Now," 
continued  the  court,  **  suppose  the  children  in  the  present  case 
had  inherited  a  large  estate  from  their  mother,  the  first  wife  of 
the  intestate,  and  their  father's  succession  were  unable  to  pay  its 
creditors;  if  plaintifi^'s  position  be  coiTect,  the  widow  would 
take  one  thousand  dollars  from  the  creditors,  which,  upon  her 
death  or  marriage,  would  go  to  those  heirs  in  full  property,  no 
matter  how  wealthy  they  might  be  —  a  thing  which  could  happen 
only  for  ten  dollars  if  the  minor  children  had  been  worth  only 
nine  hundred  and  ninety  dollars ;  and  thus  they  become  en- 
riched at  the  expense  of  their  ftither's  creditors,  simply  because 
they  have  less  need  for  such  assistance."  *  This  result  —  which 
leaves  the  widow  to  starve — is  probably  the  only  one  which 
could  have  been  reached  under  a  statute  so  absurd.  But  the 
rights  granted  to  the  widow  and  children  under  this  statute  vest 
in  them  at  the  time  of  the  death  of  the  deceased,  if  they  come 
within  its  provisions  at  that  momejit  of  time;  their  then  condition 
in  pecucdary  matters,  and  not  their  condition  at  any  subsequent 
time,  is  to  be  the  test  of  their  right. ^ 

I  Succession  of  Robertson,  2S  La.  An.  882.    See,  also,  Dig.  Stat  La.  1870,  p.  701, 
2  1691. 
«  McCoy  V.  McCoy,  26  La.  An.  686. 

•  Stewart  V.  Stewart,  18  La.  An.  898;  Heirs  of  McCall  v.  McCall,  15  La.  An.  627; 
Succession  of  Melancon,  26  La.  An.  686. 

*  Stewart  v,  Stewart,  supra,  per  Merrick,  0.  J. 

>  Succession  of  Marx,  27  La.  An.  99 ;  Succession  of  Norton,  18  La.  An.  86 ;  G^im- 
ble  V.  Gk>ode,  18  La.  An.  862 ;  Succession  of  Robertson,  28  La.  An.  832. 
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§  923.  Independent  Riirbis  of  Children.  —  The  fact  that  the 
widow  may  have  intermeddled  unlawfully  with  the  estate  of  the 
deceased  will  not  deprive  the  minor  children  of  their  rights  under 
the  statute  ;  for  their  rights  exist  independently  of  the  rights  of 
the  widow  —  they  would  be  entitled  to  claim  the  benefits  of  the 
act  if  the  deceased  had  left  no  widow .^  This  exemption  cannot 
be  claimed  out  of  the  proceed^  of  a  twelve  months'  bond  given 
for  the  price  of  property  of  a  debtor  sold  under  a  judgment  be- 
fore his  death  ;  for  this  forms  no  part  of  his  succession.'  There- 
fore, where  there  were  two  minor  children,  each  possessed  in  his 
own  right  of  more  than  $1,000,  the  widow  was  entitled  to  noth- 
ing under  this  statute,  although  she  was  left  in  nepessitous  cir- 
cumstances, and  did  not  possess  in  her  own  right  property  of 
the  value  of  $1,000.'  So,  the  value  of  furniture  received  by 
the  widow,  and  rent  received  by  her,  are  to  be  deducted  from 
the  $1,000  to  which  she  is  entitled  as  homestead.* 

§  924.    Nature  of  Widow's   Titie  —  Distribution.  —  The  2d 

section  of  the  foregoing  act  declares  that  '*  the  surviving  widow 
shall  have  and  enjoy  the  usufruot  of  the  money  so  received  from 
her  deceased  husband's  succession  during  her  widowhood,  after- 
wards to  vest  in,  and  belong  to,  the  children  or  other  descendants 
of  said  deceased."  If  a  widow  has  been  appointed  tutrix  of  a 
minor  child,  and  has  remarried,  although  she  will  not  be  entitled 
to  the  usufruct  of  the  money  to  be  received  under  the  act,  she  is 
entitled  to  recover  as  natural  tutrix  the  $1,000  named  in  the  stat- 
ute of  the  administrator,  and  to  have  it  paid  over  to  her  without 
giving  security  —  which,  it  is  said,  she  would  have  to  furnish  in 
the  case  where  she  would  have  the  usufruct,  as  if  she  had  remained 
a  widow.^  But,  if  there  be  no  descendants  of  the  husband,  the 
widow  receives  this  bounty  in  full  property,  and  is  not  bound  to 

1  Gimble  v.  Goode»  18  La.  An.  862. 

*  Murphy  r.  Rulh,  24  La.  An.  74. 

*  Stewart  o.  Stewart,  18  La.  An.  8d8. 

*  Succession  of  Drum,  26  La.  An.  589.  Bents  of  mortgaged  property  occupied  by 
her  after  the  death  of  her  husband  are  go  deducted.  Succession  of  Marc,  29  La.  An. 
418. 

'  Gimbla  v.  Goode,  Mtpro. 
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give  security.^  The  husband  cannot  deprive  her  of  its  benefits 
by  testamentary  disposition.^  The  claim  of  the  widow  is  ^privi- 
leged debt^  and  the  testamentary  heir  can  demand  only  the  bal- 
ance of  the  estate  after  all  the  debts  are  paid.'  This  bounty  re- 
sembles the  widow's  temporary  allowance  elsewhere  treated  of,*  i 
in  that,  if  the  widow  dies,  before  reducing  it  into  possession,  it 
does  not  descend  to  her  heirs  (in  this  case,  by  a  previous  marriage) 
in  preference  to  the  heirs  and  creditors  of  the  husband.  The 
right  is  not  vested  hi  her  until  it  is  claimed  and  the  property  re- 
duced into  possession.^ 

§  925.  Cumulative  Exemptions.  —  Heirs  cannot  have  their 
homestead  portion  under  the  foregoing  act  and  also  an  allowance 
under  the  act  of  March  29,  1826.*  The  latter  act,  it  is  said,  ap- 
plies only  to  heirs  who  are  ci*editors  of  their  decejised  parent  ^  — 

a  statement  which  the  author  does  not  undersUmd. 

• 

§  926.  Entitled  to  what  Priority.  —  This  privilege,  conferred 
on  the  widow  and  children  in  necessitous  circumstances,  was,  in 
one  case,  pronounced  superior  to  all  privileges  created  previously 
to  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  subsequently  to  the  passage  of 
the  act,  except  that  of  a  vendor ;  but  yielded  to  funeral  expenses, 
expenses  of  last  illness,  and  law  charges  growing  out  of  the  ad- 
ministration and  settlement  of  the  succession.®  In  a  later  case 
it  is  said  to  be  superior  to  all  other  debts  except  the  vendor's 
privilege,  and  expenses  incurred  in  selling  the  property ;  and 
where  it  conflicts  with  the  lessor's  privilege,  the  latter  must 
yield.'  Still  later  this  rule  is  reiterated,  and  it  is  said  that  the 
orphan's  homestead  prevails  over  the  privilege  of  the  vendor  of 
movables,  which  is  inferior  in  rank  to  that  of  the  vendor  of  im- 

>  Succession  of  Hunter,  18  La.  An.  257. 
«  Ibid, 
»  Ihid. 

*  See  next  chapter. 
^  Succession  of  Robertson,  28  La.  An.  882. 

*  BuU.  &  Curry's  Stat  497,  498. 
7  Succession  of  Broderick,  12  La.  An.  623. 
'  Succession  of  Foulkes,  12  La.  An.  537. 

*  Succession  of  Bouvet,  25  La.  An.  431 ;  Succession  of  Rawls,  27  La.  An.  60Ql 
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movables,  and  to  that  of  the  lessor.*  The  result  of  these  cases  is 
embodied  in  the  declaration  that  "  it  has  been  invariably  held  by 
this  court  that  the  privilege  conferred  On  the  widow  and  children 
in  necessitous  circumstances  is  superior  to  all  other  privileges 
except  that  of  the  veudor,  and  those  incurred  in  selling  the  prop- 
erty." ^  It  takes  precedence  of  the  preference  which  a  creditor 
acquires  by  procuring  the  cancellation  of  a  fraudulent  mortgage.* 
The  widow  may  assert  this  privilege  in  a  suit  between  the  other 
moi-tgage  creditors  and  the  purchaser  of  the  property,  before 
the  court  which  granted  the  order  of  seizure  and  sale.* 

§  927.  What  Widow  may  claim.  —  The  benefits  of  this  stat- 
ute extend  to  a  surviving  widow  who  was  the  husband's  concu- 
bine, and  only  married  to  him  a  few  days  before  his  death.  The 
court  cannot  attach  any  qualifications  to  the  recipient  of  this  leg- 
islative bounty.* 

§  928.  Action  by  Widow  —  Evidence. — The  widow  is  not 
bound  to  postpone  her  action  for  her  homestead  portion  under 
this  statute  until  the  final  liquidation  of  the  estate,  since  this  de- 
lay would,  in  many  cases,  defeat  the  object  of  the  statute,  which 
is  to  afibrd  succor  to  the  indigent ;  *  but  it  seems  that  such  a  suit 
would  carry  with  it  a  virtual  renunciation  of  her  community.' 
It  is  not  necessary  for  the  widow,  in  such  an  action,  to  show  that 
her  husband  had  no  descendants  from  any  prior  marriage,  in 
order  to  be  relieved  from  giving  the  security  required  of  usufruct- 
uaries under  the  Code,*  since  this  is  a  negative  proposition.* 

§  929.  Under  lioulslana  Act  of  1865.  —  The  Louisiana 
Homestead  Act  of  1865  exempts  from  seizure  and  sale  under  exe- 

^  Succession  of  Cooley,  26  La.  An.  166. 

*  Succession  of  Cottingham,  29  La.  An.  669,  opinion  by  J>e  Blanc,  J. ;  Marr,  J., 
concurring  in  the  result,  and  Manning,  0.  J.,  dissenting ;  Quertier  o.  Succession  of 
Hille,  21  La.  An.  429. 

*  IHd. 

*  Quertier  v.  Succession  of  Hille,  supra, 
^  Succession  of  Marc,  29  La.  An.  412. 

*  Harbour  v,  Haynes,  16  La.  An.  254. 
»  IHd.y  per  Duffel,  J. 

«  Ibid. 

*  See  Marcos  v.  Barcas,  6  La.  An.  26& 
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cutioii  '*  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  ground,  and  the  buildings 
and  improvements  thereon,  occupied  as  a  residence  and  do7ta^(2e 
owned  by  the  debtor,  having  a  family,  or  mother  or  father,  or 
person  or  persons  dependent  upon  him  for  support ; "  ^  but  makes 
no  provision  for  the  transmission  of  the  exemption,  in  case  of  the 
death  of  the  owner,  to  other  membei's  of  his  family.  It  is  held 
that  the  exemption  thus  created  is  strictly  personal  to  the  debtor, 
and  does  not,  upon  his  death,  pass  to  his  widow  and  children.' 
The  act  has  no  reference  to  succession  property.'  But  where  the 
widow  had  acquired  the  land  by  purchase  during  her  widowhood, 
she  was  entitled  to  the  exemption.* 

1  Dig.  Stat  La.  1870,  J  1691. 
'  Briant  v.  Lyons,  29  La.  An.  64. 
s  Burnett  v.  Walker,  23  La.  An.  88& 
*  Calvit  V,  Hoy  (MS.),  29  La.  An.  6&. 
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CHAPTER   XVIII. 

OP  THE   WIDOW   AND   ORPHAN*  8  TEAR*  8   SUPPORT. 

ARTICLE  L — Katubb,  Conditions,  and  Quantum. 

SxcriON  982.  Statutory  Provisions. 

983.  This  Allowance  purely  statutory. 

934.  Not  the  "Widow's  Exemption,"  nor  "distributive  Share.** 

936.  Nature  and  Object  of  this  Allowance. 

986.  Statutes  liberally  construed. 

987.  Does  not  depend  upon  Intestacy. 

988.  When  subject  to  testamentary  Disposition. 
989,  940.  Widow's  Right  of  Election. 

941.  Does  not  depend  upon  Insolvency. 

942.  Not  released  by  Marriage  Contract. 

948.  Effect  of  Death  of  Widow  before  Allotment 

944.  Allotted  out  of  Husband's  Property  only. 

945.  Overrides  Liens — Entitled  to  what  Priority. 

946.  How  in  Case  of  ancillary  Administration. 

947.  Such  Allowance  not  Assets — Title  and  Duty  of  Administrator. 

948.  Quantum  of  the  Allowance  in  some  States  discretionary  with  the  Pro- 

bate Court 
949,  960.  Principles  governing  the  Exercise  of  this  Discretion. 

961.  When  cannot  exceed  distributive  Share. 

962.  Quctntum  of  the  Allowance  continued — Illustrationi. 
958.  A  Case  in  which  $86,000  was  allowed. 

954.  Appeal  —  Conclusiveness  of  Award. 

AlRTICLE  n. — Who  kntitlkd  to  claim  it. 

« 

BxonoK  955.  Widow  without  Children. 

956.  "Family." 

957-959.  Rights  of  Children  independently  of  the  Widow. 

960.  Child  in  Ventre  aa  Mere,  when  considered  in  Esse, 

961.  Rights  of  Children  of  different  Marriages. 

962.  Step-children. 

968.  Wife  living  apart  from  Husband  and  having  separate  Estate. 

964.  Continued  —  Observations  of  Chief  Justice  Shaw. 

965.  Wife  deserted  by  Husband  and  remarried. 

966.  Widow  of  Non-resident 

967.  If  Widow  have  separate  Estate,  or  separate  Means  of  Support,  what 

968.  Rule  in  Vermont 

969.  Rule  in  Alabama  and  Mississippi 
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ARTICLE  m— Out  of  what  Pbopkbtt. 

SxcnoK  970.  Personal  Property  only. 

971.  Consequences  of  this  Limitation. 

972.  How  apportioned  among  Legatees. 

078.  May  consist  of  what  Species  of  Personalty — Money. 

ARTICLE  IV. — Remedies  and  Psogedusb. 

Section  976.  Widow's  Remedy  summary. 

976.  And,  in  general,  without  Notice. 

977.  But  in  special  Cases,  Notice  should  be  givexL 

978.  Whether  formal  Application  necessary. 

979.  Order  of  Court  unnecessary. 

980.  How  soon  Application  must  be  made -^  In  New  Hampshire. 

981.  In  North  Carolina. 

982.  In  Indiana. 
988.  In  Texas. 

984.  In  Illinois,  New  York,  and  DiDssisBippi. 

985.  Second  Allowance. 

986.  Setting  aside  Appraisement. 

987.  Conclusiveness  of  Widow's  ElectioxL 

988.  Revocation  of  Allowance. 

989.  Rehearing  of  Application. 
990,  991.  Appeal  from  Probate  Court 

992.  Action  for  by  Widow. 

ARTICLE  I. — Nature,  Conditions,  and  Quantum. 

§  932.  Statutory  Provisions.  —  Statutes  exist,  it  is  believed,  in 
nearly  all  the  states,  under  which,  upon  the  death  of  the  husband, 
there  is  set  apart  to  the  widow  a  quantity  of  provisions  in  kind, 
or  a  sum  of  money  in  lieu  thereof,  or  other  personal  property, 
sufficient  to  support  herself  and  dependent  children  for  such 
period  as  may  be  expected  to  intervene  before  she  shall  come  into 
possession  of  her  dower  and  distributive  share  of  his  personaUy, 
or  until  she  shall  have  been  able  to  provide  other  means  of  sup- 
port.^ In  some  states  the  duration  of  this  temporary  allowance 
is  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  court  of  probate,^  but  in  most 
states  it  is  limited  to  the  period  bf  one  year  from  the  death  of 
the  husband  ; '  from  which  circumstances  it  is  generally  designated 

»  Rev.  Stat.  Me.  1857,  ch.  65,  J  13 ;  Ibid.  1871,  ch.  66,  §  21. 

'  As  in  Massachusetts:  Adams  v,  Adams,  10  Mete  170;  and  in  New  Hampshire: 
Foster  v,  Foster,  36  N.  H.  437.  r 

»  Alabama — Code  1876,  J  2824.  Arkansas  —  Dig.  Stat.  1874,  {  62.  Georgia — Code 
1878,  2  2571.     Illinois— Rev.  Stat.  1877,  ch.  8,  {  74.     Iowa— Code  1878,  {  2875. 
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as  the  '*  year's  support,"  the  *'  year's  allowance,"  or  the  **  year's 
maiuteuance." 

§  933.  This  Allowance  purely  statutory. — This  allowance  is 
wholly  the  creature  of  modern  statutes.  No  similar  provision 
appears  to  have  existed  at  common  law,  unless  we  may  so  regard 
that  clause  in  Magna  Charta  by  which  the  widow  had  a  right  to 
remain  in  her  husband's  capital  mansion-house  for  forty,  days, 
during  which  period  her  dower  was  to  be  assigned.^ 

§  934.  Not  the  <' Widow's  Exemption,"  nor  «<  distributive 
Share."  —  Care  should  be  taken  not  to  confound  this  allowance 
with  the  widow's  para  rationabilis  under  Magna  Charta^^  nor  to 
what  corresponds  to  that  allowance  —  her  share  of  her  husband's 
personalty  under  the  statute  of  distribution.'  Nor  has  it  any 
connection  with  those  permanent  exemptions  which,  m  most  of 
the  states,  are  provided  for  the  widow  out  of  her  deceased  hus- 
band's personalty,  consisting,  in  general,  of  such  chattels  as  were 
exempt  from  execution  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  during  his 
life-time.* 

§  935.  Nature  and  Object  of  this  Allowance.  —  It  is  not  in- 
tended to  compensate  her  for  any  apparent  injustice  to  which  she 
may,  in  any  case,  be  exposed  by  the  statutory  rules  of  distribu- 
tion, or  by  the  will  of  her  husband;  but  merely  to  furnish  her 
.  with  a  small,  temporary  allowance,  by  which  she  can  support 
herself  and  dependent  children,  until  her  interest  in  the  estate 
can  be  set  out  to  her.*     But  m  Maine  the  practical  construction  of 

Kansas —  Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  37,  J  49.  Michigan— 2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  §  4291. 
Mississippi— Rev.  Code  1871,  J  1290.  Nebraska— Gen.  Stat.  1878,  ch.  17,  }  176. 
North  Carolina— Battle's  Rev.,  ch.  117,  {  14.  Tennessee— 2  Stat.  1871,  {  2286. 
Texas— 2  Paac.  Dig.  Laws,  }  1305.     Wisconsin— 2  Taylor's  Stat  1161,  J  23. 

»  Hubbard  v.  Wood,  16  N.  H.  78 ;  8  Redf.  on  Wills,  888. 

«  2  Bla.  Com.  492. 

3  Gilman  v.  Gilman,  68  Me.  191,  192 ;  Hays  r.  Buffington,  2  Ind.  369. 

*  As  to  these  exemptions  see  the  preceding  chapter ;  also,  Graves  v.  Graves,  10  B. 
Mon.  31 ;  Husbands  r.  Bullock,  1  Duv.  21 ;  Barrel  1  v.  Hammond,  25  Lid.  104. 

*  Adams  v.  Adams,  10  Mete.  170 ;  Hubbard  v.  Wood,  15  N.  H.  74 ;  Mathes  v,  Ben- 
nett, 21  N.  H.  188;  Kingman  r.  Kingman,  31  N.  H.  182;  Turner  r.  Turner,  30  Miss- 
430 ;  Kimball  v.  Deming,  5  Ired.  420 ;  Turner  v,  Fisher,  4  Sneed,.  209 ;  Drew  v.  Gor- 
don, 13  Allen,  122 ;  Wright  v.  Wright,  13  Allen,  209 ;  HoHenbeck  v.  Pixley,  8  Gray, 
526;  Brown  «.  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  66. 
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their  statute  has  been  more  liberal,  and  the  allowance  is  not  to  be 
understood  as  being  confined  in  all  cases  to  mere  temporary  relief.^ 

§  936.  Statutes  liberally  constmed.  —  Such  being  the  nature 
of  this  right,  it  follows  that  statutes  creating  it  demand  at  the 
hands  of  the  courts  a  liberal  interpretation  and  application ;  not 
so  as  to  make  them  a  cloak  to  cover  up  a  substantial  invasion  of 
the  rights  of  creditors,  but  so  as  to  resolve  all  reasonably  doubtful 
questions  in  favor  of  the  widow  and  children.*' 

§  937.  Does  not  depend  upon  Intesta<^.  —  As  a  general  rule 
the  widow  and  children  are  entitled  to  this  bounty  whether  the 
husband  and  father  died  testate  or  intestate.*  Such  an  interpre- 
tation was  put  on  a  statute  of  Mississippi  extending  this  allow- 
ance to  "the  widow  and  children  of  any  deceased  person."* 
This  conclusion  seems  unavoidable  when  the  purpose  of  such  a 
statute  is  considered.  ''It  is  intended  as  a  humane  provision 
for  the  support  of  herself  and  her  children,  when  she  is  pre- 
sumed to  be  left  in  a  condition  in  which  she  is  unable  to  provide 
for  herself."*  The  contrary  construction  of  such  a  statute 
**  would  put  it  in  the  power  of  a  testator  to  deprive  his  widow  of 
all  benefit  from  the  beneficent  provisions  of  the  statute,  simply 
by  making  a  residuary  legatee."  • 

§  938.   When  subject  to  testamentary  Disposition.  —  By  the 

terms  of  an  early  statute  of  Mississippi,  property  exempt  from 
execution  in  the  hands  of  the  husband  descended  **  in  like  man- 
ner as  other  property  descends, ^^  Language  of  similar  import 
was  used  in  a  prior  statute  on  the  same  subject,  passed  in  1839.' 
Now,  other  property  descends  subject  to  the  right  of  testament- 

^  Keraej  v.  Bailey,  52  Me.  201. 

«  To  this  effect  see  Crane  v.  Crane,  17  Pick.  427 ;  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  2S  Vfc 
24S,  per  Bedfleld,  C.  J. ;  Kersey  v.  Bailey,  62  Me.  201 ;  Strawn  o.  Strawn,  68  HI.  268 ; 
Kapp  V,  Public  Admr.,  2  Bradf.  260. 

>  Collier  V.  Collier,  8  Ohio  St.  876;  KimbaU  v.  Deming,  6  Ired.  420;  Turner  v. 
Fisher,  4  Sneed,  209;  Williams  v.  Williams,  6  Gray,  25;  Hein  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer, 
28  Vt.  245,  249,  per  Redfield,  C.  J. 

«  McRcary  v,  Robinson,  12  Smed.  &  M.  818 ;  Turner  v.  Turner,  80  Miss.  48a 

'  Handy,  J.,  in  Turner  v.  Turner,  supra, 

*  Thomas,  J.,  in  Williams  v.  Williams,  6  Gray,  2& 

f  Hutch.  Code  Misa.  68a 
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ary  disposition  of  its  owner,  and  the  same  rule  has  been  de- 
clared as  applicable  to  this  statute.^  *<It  is  manifest,"  said 
Handy,  J.,  ''  from  the  terms  employed  in  these  provisions,  that 
it  was  intended  that  the  widow  should  take  such  property  only 
by  descent  or  distribution,  and  it  was  never  contemplated  that 
the  husband's  right  to  dispose  of  it  by  will  should  be  interfered 
with.  Her  right  is  not  absolute,  but  dependent  upon  her  hus- 
band's dying  without  making  any  disposition  of  the  property ; 
and,  if  he  dispose  of  it  by  will,  she  would  lose  all  interest  in  it, 
except  under  the  provisions  of  the  will,  unless  she  renounce  the 
will,  and  the  property  is  thereby  necessary  to  be  brought  into 
distribution.  If  this  were  not  so,  it  would  deprive  the  husband 
of  the  1)0 wer  to  make  such  a  disposition  of  his  property  as,  under 
certain  circumstances,  might  be  absolutely  necessary  for  the 
support  and  welfare  of  his  widow  and  children ;  and  cases  may 
be  readily  conceived  where  the  greatest  mischief  and  injustice 
would  be  thereby  occasioned."  *  **  If  [as  in  the  following  case] 
provision  be  made  for  her  in  the  will,  she  will  be  precluded  of 
her  general  right  of  distribution  of  his  estate  unless  she  renounce 
the  will.  But  if  no  provision  be  made  for  her  in  the  will,  and 
she  renounce,  yet  she  will  be  entitled  only  to  her  share  of  the 
estate  generally,  and  is  not  entitled  to  any  specific  part  of  it 
which  has  been  disposed  of  by  the  will.  Consequently,  whether 
provision  be  made  for  her  in  the  will  or  not,  or  whether  she 
renounce  the  will  or  not,  she  will  not  be  entitled  to  specific  prop- 
erty of  this  description  which  is  disposed  by  the  will."* 

§  939.  Widow's  Bigrht  of  Election.  —  A  statute  of  Massa- 
chusetts provided  that,  *' whenever  any  widow  shall  waive  the 
provision  made  for  her  in  the  last  will  and  testament  of  her 
deceased  husband,  the  judge  of  probate  having  jurisdiction 
thereof  is  hereby  authorized  and  empowered  to  make  such 
widow  such  allowance  from  the  personal  estate  of  the  said  de- 
ceased testator  as   he   is  now  by  law  authorized  to  make  to 

1  Turner  v.  Turner,  30  Miss.  481 ;  Nash  v.  Young,  81  Miss.  184. 

•  Turner  v.  Turner,  supra, 

*  Curia:  £9 ash  v.  Young,  supra, 
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widows  of  persons  deceased  intestate."^  By  this  statute  the 
Legislature  was  held  to  have  intended  that  the  widow  should 
have  her  election  to  claim  under  the  will,  or  her  allowance  under 
the  statute.*  The  testator  cannot  by  will  deprive  her  of  dower, 
or  such  part  of  the  personal  estate  as  the  judge  of  probate  shall 
determine  necessary  according  to  her  quality  and  degree.'  But 
what  sort  of  a  provision  is  to  be  deemed  **  a  provision  made  for 
her ' '  in  her  husband's  will,  so  as  to  take  the  place  of  this  statutory 
allowance?  The  answer  to  this  question  would  obviously  seem  to 
be  that  the  provision  must  have  been  intended  by  the  testator  to 
take  the  place  of  the  statutory  allowance.  For  if  the  provision 
were  obviously  in  lieu  of  dower,  or  in  lieu  of  her  final  distribu- 
tive share  of  the  personalty,  there  would  be  no  logic  in  requiring 
her  to  reject  these  in  order  to  claim  the  small  bounty  intended 
to  protect  her  and  her  children  from  immediate  starvation ;  and 
it  has  been  so  held,  though  not  exactly  upon  this  reasoning,  in 
Ohio  *  and  in  Pennsylvania.' 

§  940.  Continued.  —  But  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court  of 
Massachusetts  has  held  that  the  following  words  in  a  husband's 
will  —  <<  As  to  my  wife,  Kezia  Crane,  my  will  is  that  she  shall 
have  her  dower  out  of  my  estate  in  the  same  manner  as  she 
would  have  been  entitled  to  if  this  will  had  not  been  made"  — 
constituted  a  "  provision  "  for  the  widow,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute  above  quoted,  such  as  gave  her  an  election  "  to  claim 
the  provision  so  made  for  her  by  the  law,  upon  waiving  her  claim 
under  the  will;"  indicating  that,  in  order  to  make  such  claim, 
it  was  necessary  for  the  widow  to  waive  the  provision  of  the  will, 
though  that  question  did  not  arise,  for  she  had  waived  it.*     If, 

1  Stat.  1833,  ch.  40.    Similar  statutes  exist  in  other  states :  Rev.  Stat  Me.,  ch.  108, 
J  18 ;  Brown  r.  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  68. 
«  Crane  v.  Crane,  17  Pick.  427. 
8  Ibid. 

*  Collier  v.  Collier,  8  Ohio  St.  369,  875. 

*  Compher  v.  Compher,  26  Pa,  St  83 ;  compare  Sulzberger  v,  Sulzberger,  50  CaL 
885. 

*  Crane  v.  Crane,  supra.  Under  the  old  statutes  of  Massachusetts,  where  a  man 
died  testate  and  solventy  his  widow  could  not  by  waiving  the  provisions  made  for 
her  in  the  will,  have  her  statutory  allowance.    Currier,  Appellant,  8  Pick.  876. 
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however,  the  provision  was  manifestly  in  lieu  of  her  statutory 
**  maintenance,"  and  she  has  accepted  and  enjoyed  it,  she  cannot 
afterwards  claim  the  benefits  of  the  statute  ;  for  the  doctrine  that 
a  person  cannot  take  under  a  will  and  also  claim  rights  contra- 
dictory to  it,  or  in  conflict  with  it,  is  applicable  here  as  else- 
where.* If  the  widow  has  waived  the  provision  made  for  her  in 
the  will,  and  accepted  the  statutory  allowance  as  set  apart  by  the 
Probate  Court,  the  heirs  and  legatees  cannot  sustain  an  appeal 
therefrom  on  the-  arround  that  she  had  executed  uuder  seal  a  I'e- 
traxit  of  such  waiver,  agreeing  to  accept  the  provisions  of  the  will.* 

§  941.  Does  not  depend  upon  Insolvency.  —  Furthermore,  it 
is  obvious  that  the  right  of  the  widow  and  children  to  this  allow- 
ance cannot  be  made  to  depend  upon  the  fact  that  the  estate  is 
insolvent ;  otherwise,  they  might  starve  before  the  executor  or 
administrator  has  had  time  to  determine  whether  the  estate  is 
solvent  or  insolvent.^  The  cases,  however,  mostly  turn  on  the 
language  of  particular  stiitutes. 

§  942.  Not  released  by  Marriage  Contract.  —  To  a  petition 
by  a  widow,  to  the  Probate  Court,  for  an  allowance  out  of  her  de- 
ceased husband's  estate,  it  is  no  defense  that  by  a  marriage  con- 
tract she  had  released  all  claim  upon  his  estate  ;  *  nor  would  such 
a  contract  be  a  defense  to  the  widow's  claim  for  her  distributive 
share,*  Two  reasons  were  given  by  the  Massachusetts  court  for 
so  holding :  First,  that  a  release  of  a  claim  which  has  no  present 
existence  is  inoperative.  The  contract,  being  executory,  cannot 
avail  by  way  of  estoppel.  It  could  not  be  broken,  so  as  to  create 
any  cause  of  action  upon  it,  until  after  a  decree  of  distribution 
should  have  been  made. ^     Second,  that  the  powers  of  the  court  of 

1  Little  V.  BirdweU,  27  Texas,  691 ;  Katliff  «.  Baldwin,  29  Ind.  16 ;  ante,  {J  644,  897. 

«  Gowen,  Appellant,  32  Me.  516. 

»  Curd  V.  Curd,  9  Humph.  171 ;  Pride  v.  Watson,  7  Heisk.  282 ;  Blanchard  r.  Thomp- 
son, Sup.  Ct.  Tenn.  (MS.)  7  Heisk.  284;  Hopkins  v.  Long,  9  Ga.  261;  Johnson  ». 
Corbett,  11  Paige,  276;  McNulty  r.  Lewis,  8  Smed.  &  M.  620;  Loury  v.  Herbert, 
26  Miss.  101 ;  Mason  v.  O'Brien,  42  Miss.  427. 

*  Blackinton  v.  Blackinton,  110  Mass.  461 ;  Phelps  v.  Phelps,  72  HI.  546. 

*  Sullings  V.  Richmond,  6  Allen,  187 ;  Tarbell  v.  Tarbell,  5  Allen,  193,  note. 

*  Sullings  V,  Richmond,  supra,  per  Hoar,  J.  Cited  and  followed  in  Blackinton  tk 
Blackinton,  supra.    To  the  same  effect,  Hancock  v,  Hubbard,  19  Pick.  167. 
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probate  are,  for  the  most  part,  defined  and  fixed  by  statute,  and 
do  not  extend  to  the  determination  of  controverted  questions  of 
this  kind.^  The  reasons  given  by  the  Illinois  court  may  be  con- 
densed as  follows :  first,  it  could  not  be  supposed  that  the  hus- 
band, by  such  a  contract,  intended  to  discharge  his  estate  from 
the  burden  of  supporting  the  fi'uits  of  the  marriage  after  his 
death ;  second,  the  provision  which  the  law  makes  for  the  sup* 
port  of  the  widow  is  not  an  interest  in  the  property  of  her  hus- 
band, but  a  provision  which  the  law  makes,  for  wise  and  politic 
reasons ;  third,  the  ante-nuptial  agreement  in  the  case  under 
consideration  did  not  make  any  express  allusion  to  this  provision ; 
fourth,  the  right  to  this  allowance,  being  founded  in  considera^ 
tions  of  public  policy,  and  not  of  piivate  benefit  merely,  cannot 
be  waived  ; '  fifth,  the  children  of  the  marriage  have  such  a  right 
in  this  provision  that  it  could  not  have  been  waived  by  their 
mother  before  her  marriage  ;  and,  since  the  law  will  not  sanction 
the  separation  of  the  children  from  the  mother,  their  right  be- 
comes hers  ;  she  paiticipates  in  it.  It  is  apparent  that  this  case, 
while  correct  in  its  result,  is  ove7*-re«woned!.  Thus,  the  second, 
third,  and  fourth  reasons  would  equally  support  the  conclusion  of 
the  court  in  a  case  where  there  were  no  children  of  the  marriage 
living  with  the  widow.  But,  notwithstanding  this,  Mr.  Justice 
Craig  says,  toward  the  conclusion  of  the  opinion  of  the  court,  *<  were 
there  no  child  or  children  residing  with  the  widow  of  the  deceased 
after  his  death,  a  very  different  question  would  be  presented.*'* 

§  943.    Effect   of  Death  of  Widow  before  Allotment.  —  A 

consideration  of  the  nature  of  this  bounty  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that,  if  the  widow  die  before  it  is  allotted  to  her,  it  cannot  be 
claimed  by  her  administrator.*    The  courts  which  so  hold  pro- 

^  SuUings  V.  Bicbmond,  5  Allen,  187.  And  see  Eveleth  o.  Crouch,  15  Haas.  807; 
Grinnell  v.  Baxter,  17  Pick.  383. 

*  See  J  441  et  aeq, 

•  Phelps  V,  Phelps,  72  HI.  646,  660. 

^  Cox  V,  Brown,  6  Ired.  194 ;  Kimball  v.  Doming,  5  Ired.  418 ;  Ex  parte  Dunn,  68 
N.  G.  137 ;  Adams  v.  Adams,  10  Mete  170 ;  Drew  v.  Gk>rdon,  18  Allen,  122 ;  Estate  of 
Johnson  v.  Estate  of  Johnson,  41  Yt  470;  Tarbox  v,  Pisher,  60  Me.  238.  The  same 
rule  obtains  with  reference  to  what  is  termed  the  homestead  of  widows  and  chUdren 
in  necessitouB  circumstances,  in  Louisiana.  Succession  of  Bobertson,  28  La.  An.  882; 
ante,  {  924. 
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ceed  upon  the  idea  that  it  woald  be  a  perversion  of  a  law  intended 
to  meet  the  pressing  wants  of  a  widow  and  her  family  under  try- 
ing circumstances,  to  make  it  the  means  of  distributing  the  prop- 
erty of  a  deceased  husband  to  the  creditors  of  his  widow,  instead 
of  his  own  creditors.*  The  writer  is  unable  to  see  the  force  of 
this  reasoning,  unless  as  applicable  to  those  statutes  which  limit 
the  allowance  to  ceitain  articles  in  kind.  Where,  as  in  some 
atates,  the  allowance  may  be  paid  in  money,  the  widow  may  fre- 
quently be  obliged,  before  the  allotment  is  made,  to  obtain  im- 
mediate necessaries  on  credit,  on  the  faith  of  being  able  to  pay 
for  them  out  of  the  money  allotted  to  her ;  and  this  may  even 
be  the  case  where  the  allotment  is  made  in  provisions  in  kind. 
And  it  is  certainly  against  both  justice  and  sound  policy  that,  in 
the  event  of  the  death  of  the  widow  before  coming  into  posses- 
sion of  this  bounty,  it  should  not  pass  to  her  administrator  for 
the  purpose  of  paying  debts  of  this  kind.  But  the  courts  have 
generally  held  otherwise.  Thus,  where  the  widow  died  pending 
an  appeal  from  a  decree  making  her  an  allowance,  this  put  an 
end  to  her  claim  ;  her  administrator  was  not  allowed  to  enter  an 
appearance  and  ask  for  an  affirmance  of  the  decree.'  So,  where 
the  judge  of  probate  made  a  decree  allowing  the  widow  as  neces- 
saries for  herself  and  the  family  under  her  care  '<  personal  estate 
of  said  deceased  to  the  amount  of  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars," 
it  was  held  that  **  this  authorized  her  to  select  from  the  inventory 
such  items  as  she  might  prefer,  to  that  amount,  and  entitled 
her  to  demand  and  receive  them  from  the  executor,  if  the  per- 
sonal estate  was  sufficient  therefor.  The  decree  established  con- 
clusively her  right  to  make  the  selection  and  demand  ;  but,  until 
these  were  made,  it  gave  her  no  right  of  property  in  any  part  of 
the  estate,  and  no  right  of  attion  to  recover  any  sum  of  money. 
If  she  did  not  exercise  the  privilege,  it  was  strictly  personal,  and 
could  not  be  used  by  her  personal  representative  after  her 
death.'*  •  In  respect  of  this  doctrine,  there  is  a  broad  distinc- 
tion between  the  widow's  temporally  allowance  and  her  distribu- 
tive share ;  for,  as  well  stated  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Vermont, 

^  Cox  D.  Brown,  6  Ired.  194. 

*  Adams  v.  Adams,  10  Mete.  170. 

*  Drew  V.  Gordon,  18  Allen,  122. 
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<*  it  has  been  almost  uniformly  held  •  •  •  that,  while  the 
widow's  right,  ao  far  as  it  rests  in  the  discretion  of  the  Probate 
Courts  is  personal  to  the  widow,  her  right,  so  far  as  it  is  regu- 
lated absolutely  by  the  law  of  descent  and  distribution,  vests  in 
her  at  the  decease  of  her  husband,  and  passes  to  her  representa- 
tive, even  though  she  had  not  come  into  the  enjoyment  of  the 
property  before  her  decease.**  * 

§  944.  Out  of  Husband's  Property  only.  —  There  can,  of 
course,  be  no  exemption  out  of  property  to  which  the  husband 
has  parted  title  before  his  death.  Thus,  where  he  conveyed  all 
his  personalty  to  a  trustee  and  delivered  possession  before  his 
death,  his  widow  could  not,  after  his  death,  claim  her  year's 
support  out  of  it.^  Nor  could  she  have  a  similar  allowance  out 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  property  which  had  been  sold  be- 
fore his  death,  under  an  execution.* 

§  945.    Overrides  Liiens  —  Entitled  to  what  Priority.  —  The 

wife  has  been  held  entitled  to  her  year's  allowance,  out  of  her 
husband's  estate,  in  preference  to  the  lien  of  a  mortgage  given 
by  the  deceased  in  his  life-time,  in  complimioe  with  a  statute  re- 
quiring this  allowance  to  be  reserved,  **  notwithstanding  any 
debts,  dues,  or  obligations  which  the  testator  or  intestate  might 
owe."*  In  Texas,  this  allowance,  when  made,  takes  precedence 
of  the  lien  of  a  judgment  rendered  against  the  deceased  in  his 
life-time.*  Under  the  Massachusetts  statute,  elsewhere  quoted,* 
the  widow's  claim  for  her  allowance  takes  precedence  of  all  other 
claims  upon  the  estate,  whether  ordinary  debts,  expenses  of  last 
illness,  funeral  expenses,  or  charges  of  settling  the  estate.^  Un- 
der the  statute  of  Illinois,  as  it  stood  in  1858,  a  widow  might 


^  Estate  of  Johnson  o.  Estate  of  Johnson,  41  Vt  471,  per  Steele,  J.    See 
bury  V,  Scoville,  26  Conn.  849;  Foster©.  Pifield,  20  Pick.  67;  Nickereon  v,  Bowly,  S 
Mete.  424;  Judge  of  Probate  v.  Robins,  5  N.  H.  246. 

=»  Summerford  v.  Gilbert,  87  Ga.  69;  Padfield  v,  Padfieid,  78  HL  16. 

»  Murphy  v.  Ruhl,  24  La.  An.  74 ;  ante,  {  923. 

«  Cole  V.  Elfe,  28  Ga.  286;  Elfd  v.  Cole,  26  Ga.  197,  Bemung^  J.,  disBenting; 
compare  Rogland  v.  Justices,  10  Ga.  66. 

^  Giddings  v.  Crosby,  24  Texas,  296 ;  ante,  {  824  et  aeq. 

•  Infra,  J  947. 

»  Kingsbury  v.  Wilmarth,  2  Allen,  8ia 
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take,  *<  in  exclusion  of  creditors,  as  their  sole  and  exclusive 
property  forever,"  ceitain  enumerated  articles,  or,  at  their  elec- 
tion, other  property  of  equal  value,  or  the  value  of  the  same  in 
money.  K  she  elected  to  take  money,  it  was  held  that  she 
thereby  made  herself  a  general  creditor  of  the  estate,  remitted 
to  take  her  share  with  other  creditors  if  there  was  not  enough 
for  all.^  Money  in  the  hands  of  her  deceased  husband  as  guard- 
ian of  infants  was  payable  in  preference  to  her  allowance,  where 
she  had  elected  to  take  money,* 

§  946.    How   In  Case  of  ancillary  Administration. — If  the 

domicile  of  the  decedent  was  in  another  state,  and  if  the  princi- 
pal administration  is  there,  the  widow  cannot  have  an  allowance 
out  of  property  undergoing  an  ancillary  administration  except 
in  accordance  with  the  law  of  the  domicile.* 

§  947.  Such  Allowance  not  Assets — Title  and  Duty  of  Ad- 
ministrator.—  The  present  statute  of  Massachusetts  provides 
that  ' '  such  parts  of  the  personal  estate  of  a  person  deceased  as 
the  Probate  Court,  having  regard  to  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  may  allow  as  necessaries  to  his  widow,  for  herself  and 
family  under  her  care,  or,  if  there  is  no  widow,  to  his  minor  chil- 
dren, not  exceeding  fifty  dollars  to  any  child ;  and  also  such  pro- 
visions and  other  articles  as  are  necessary  for  the  reasonable  sus- 
tenance of  his  family,  and  the  use  of  his  house  and  the  furniture 
therein,  for  forty  days  after  his  death,  shall  not  be  taken  as  assets 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  legacies,  or  charges  of  administration."* 
Under  this  statute  the  administrator  is  to  be  charged  with  the 
inventory  of  the  entire  personal  property,  and  the  amount  of  the 
allowance  to  the  widow  is  to  be  allowed  to  the  administrator,  on 
settling  his  account  of  administration.*  <*  Such  articles,  though 
hot  to  be  deemed  assets  for  the  payment  of  debts  and  charges, 
are  to  be  brought  into  the  inventory,  and,  of  course,  into  the  pro- 

1  Cruce  V.  Cruce,  21  111.  46. 

«  Ibid. 

>  Shaimon  o.  White,  109  Mass.  140. 

«  Gen.  Stat  Mass.  1860,  ch.  96,  {  6. 

«  Kingsbuiy  v.  Wilmarth,  2  Allen,  811. 
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bate  account ;  but  they  will  be  fully  accounted  for  by  showing 
such  decree  of  the  judge,  and  a  delivery  of  the  articles  pur- 
suant to  it."  *  The  same  practice  appears  to  obtain  in  Vermont.* 
But  in  several  other  states  a  system  of  procedure  obtains  by  di- 
rection of  statute,  under  which,  as  soon  as  letters  testamentary  or 
of  administration  are  granted,  appraisers  are  appointed,  who 
make  an  inyentory  and  valuation  of  the  personal  estate  (and,  in 
some  states,  of  the  real  estate  also),  and  who  set  apart  the  statu- 
tory ''year's  support,"  or  temporary  allowance,  of  the  widow 
and  children,  and  return  into  court  a  separate  schedule  of  the 
articles  so  set  apart.  The  executor  or  administrator  then  be- 
comes chargeable  only  with  the  articles  mentioned  in  the  inven- 
tory ;  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  those  mentioned  in  this  schedule.' 

§  948.  Quantum  of  the  Allowance  in  some  States  discre- 
tionary with  Probate  Court.  —  It  is  obvious  that  what  would  be 
a  reasonable  allowance  for  a  widow  accustomed  to  privation  and 
labor  would  be  very  unreasonable  for  one  raised  in  affluence. 
Again,  if  the  estate  is  large,  apparently  solvent,  and  the  allow- 
ance merely  an  anticipation  of  the  widow's  distributive  portion, 
this  will  justify  a  more  liberal  allowance  than  where  it  is  small 
and  insolvent.  Considerations  of  this  kind  have  induced  some 
of  the  legislatures  to  leave  the  allowance  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Probate  Court.  This  appears  to  be  the  law  in  Maine,*  New 
Hampshire,*^  Vermont,*  and  Massachusetts.'  These  statutes  gen- 
erally limit  this  discretion  by  such  expressions  as  the  following  : 
**  Regard  being  had  to  the  state  of  the  family  under  her  care  ;  "  • 
or,  "  according  to  her  degree  and  quality ;  "  •  or,  **  according  to 

1  Shaw,  0.  J.,  in  HoUenbeck  o.  Pixley,  8  Gray,  524. 

»  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Vt  248. 

s  Collier  v.  Collier,  8  Ohio  St  876.  See  Eapp  v.  Public  Admr.,  2  Bradf.  268;  anie, 
li  546,  897. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  1871,  ch.  66,  {  21 ;  Gowen,  Appellant,  82  Me.  516;  Kersey  v.  Bailej, 
52  He.  199 ;  Cooper,  Petitioner,  19  Me.  260. 

«  Buffum  V,  Sparhawk,  20  N.  H.  84. 

•  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  V t  247. 
»  HoUenbeck  v.  Pixley,  supra, 

•  Mass.  Stat  1805,  ch.  90,  2  2. 

•  Ibid.,  1816,  ch.  95,  )  L 
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the  degree  and  estate  of  her  husband,  and  the  state  of  the 
family  under  her  care."*  This  grant  of  discretion  is,  in  general, 
held  to  imply  that  the  judge  of  probate  may  grant  such  allow- 
ance as  he  shall  think  jfit,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
case,  or  refuse  to  grant  any  at  all.*  But  in  Vermont,  where  the 
statute  reads,  *<  shall  have  such  reasonable  allowance  *  *  * 
as  the  Probate  Court  shall  judge  necessary,'*  it  is  held  that  the 
discretion  of  the  judge  extends  only  to  the  fixing  of  the  quantum 
of  the  allowance  ;  he  cannot  refuse  it  altogether.* 

§  949.  Principles  gOTeming  the  Exercise  of  this  Discre- 
tion.—  Where  the  allowance  is,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute, 
committed  to  the  disci^etion  of  the  judge  of  probate,  a  variety 
of  circumstances  will  influence  him  in  determining  the  proper 
quantum  of  it.  **  There  may  be  somewhat  in  the  position  of  the 
wife  as  to  separate  property  of  her  own ;  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  distributive  share  of  his  estate  to  which  she  is  entitled ;  or 
the  amount  which  she  may  realize  from  her  right  of  dower  in  his 
real  estate,  and  in  the  condition  of  the  estate  as  to  indebtedness ; 
or  in  the  more  pressing  necessities  of  the  heirs  or  legatees  — 
which  would  make  it  entirely  just  and  proper  for  the  judge  of 
probate  either  to  decline  to  exercise  his  discretionary  power  in 
her  behalf  or  to  inake  a  small  allowance  out  of  a  considerable 
estate."  *  "  Where  the  wife,  by  her  industry  and  prudenpe,  has 
contributed  to  the  acquisition  of  the  estate,  and  th^re  is  sufficient 
property  to  pay  all  the  debts  and  to  support  her,  and  she  is  old, 
sick,  and  insane,  a  larger  allowance  should  be  granted  than  would 
be  justifiable  if  the  facts  were  otherwise."* 

§  950.  Continued.  —  ^*A11  the  attendant  and  accompanpng 
circumstances  are  to  be  considered  :  the  ages  of  the  husband  and 
wife ;  the  length  of  their  cohabitation  ;  whether  a  first  or  second 
marriage ;  the  number  of  children  of  each  and  of  both — that  is, 

>  Bey.  Stat  Me.  1871,  ch.  65,  {  21. 

>  Kersey  v.  Bailey,  62  Me.  201,  per  Barrows,  J. ;  Hollenbeck  o.  Pixley,  8  Gray, 
526. 

»  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Vt  247. 

*  Barrows,  J.,  in  Kersey  v.  Bailey,  62  Me.  201* 

*  Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  70,  per  Wells,  J. 
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by  former  raarrlages  or  by  their  joiut  union ;  the  wealth  of  the 
husband  ;  the  estate  of  the  wife  iYi  her  own  right ;  any  ante- 
nuptial agreements ;  their  performance  or  non-performance  ;  the 
treatment  of  each  to  the  other ;  the  health,  place  of  residence, 
and  necessary  expenditures  of  the  wife ;  the  family  under  her 
charge  ;  and  whatever  other  circumstances  may  address  themselves 
to  a  sound  judicial  discretion,  and  may  enable  the  court  to  ap- 
proximate as  nearly  as  possible  to  exact  justice  to  all  whose 
interests  may  be  involved  in  its  judgment.  The  elements  upon 
which  the  decision  must  rest  —  some  tending  to  increase,  some 
tending  to  diminish,  the  allowance — will  vary,  as  between  case 
and  case,  according  to  the  changing  condition  of  parties.  No 
rule  can  be  established  in  advance  as  to  the  rela]bive  weight  of 
any  particular  fact,  for  it  cannot  be  foreknown  how  far  it  may  be 
modified  by  the  other  facts  with  which  it  is  indissolubly  con- 
nected." ^  Where  the  statute  uses  the  word  "necessary,"  the 
widow  **  must  be  restricted  to  such  an  allowance  as  is  required  by 
the  situation  of  her  family  for  their  reasonable  comfort.  If  the 
widow  is  accustomed  to  hard  labor,  and  has  no  child,  and  can  earn 
her  living,  a  less  sum  will  be  necessary.  But  if  she  is  not  accus- 
tomed to  labor,  or  not  able  bv  reason  of  ill  health,  these  circum- 
stances  are  proper  to  be  considered  by  the  judge  as  ground  for  a 
more  liberal  allowance."*  '*  These  allowances  are  made  by 
courts  of  probate  in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  and  in 
view  of  the  condition  of  the  widow  as  to  health,  age,  habits,  the 
number  and  age  of  the  children  immediately  dependent  upon  her, 
as  well  as  the  amount  of  the  estate,  and  of  her  dower  and  dis- 
tributive share  therein."  » 

§  951.  When  cannot  exceed  distributive  Share,  — Formerly, 
in  Massachusetts,  the  judge  of  probate  might  allow  the  widow  the 
whole  of  the  personal  estate,  unless  the  amount  of  it  was  so  great 
as  to  make  the  allowance  extravagant ;  *  and  this  would  seem  to 
be  the  proper  rule,  in  the  absence  of  a  restraining  statute.     But 

1  Appleton,  C.  J.,  in  Gilman  v,  Gilman,  68  Me.  192. 

«  Washburn  t;.  Washburn,  10  Pick.  375;  Strawn  v.  Starawn,  63  Ul.  274. 

■  Buffum  V,  Sparhawk,  20  N.  H.  84 

^  Brazer  v.  Dean,  15  Mass.  183. 
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now,  by  statute  in  that  state,  the  allowance  which  the  probate 
court  is  authorized  to  make  to  a  widow  out  of  the  income  of  the 
estate  of  her  husband  in  the  hands  of  a  special  administrator, 
appointed  on  account  of  the  pendency  of  a  suit  concisming  the 
probate  of  a  will,  as  an  advancement  for  her  support,  cannot  ex- 
ceed such  portion  of  the  estate  as  she  would  be  entitled  to 
whether  the  will  is  finally  proved  or  not.^  Some  of  the  statutes, 
however,  contain  provisions  like  the  following  in  Vermont :  "If, 
on  the  return  of  the  inventory  of  any  intestate  estate,  it  shall  ap- 
pear that  the  value  of  the  whole  estate,  both  real  and  personal, 
does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  three  hundred  dollars,  the  probate 
court  may,  by  a  decree  for  that  purpose,  assign  for  the  use  and 
support  of  the  widow  and  children  of  such  intestate,  or  for 
the  support  of  the  children  under  seven  years  of  age,  if  there  be 
no  widow,  the  whole  of  such  estate^  after  the  payment  of  the 
funeral  charges  and  expenses  of  administration.'*  * 

§  952.  Quantum  of  the  Allowance  continued  —  Illustra- 
tions.—  Under  statutes  in  which  the  period  during  which  the 
allowance  i.s  intended  to  maintain  the  widow  and  dependent  chil- 
dren is  not  designated,  the  following  illustrations  may  be  given, 
indicating  the  views  of  appellate  courts  as  to  the  proper  quantum 
to  be  allowed  under  various  circumstances :  Where  the  estate 
amounted  to  $2,250,  and  the  debts  to  $575,  and  there  were  no 
lineal  descendants,  the  Supreme  Court  reversed  a  decree  allow- 
ing $600,  and  ordered  an  allowance  of  $200.^  Where  the  whole 
estate  was  worth  $11,000,  and  the  value  of  that  part  out  of  which 
the  widow  was  entitled  to  dower  was  $2,000,  an  allowance  of 
$2,000  was,  on  appeal,  cut  down  to  $300.*  Where  the  estate  was 
worth  $25,000,  and  there  were  no  debts  except  two  bonds  of 
$12,000  each,  made  to  sons  of  the  deceased,  but  not  upon  a  valu- 
able consideration,  and  the  validity  of  which  was  contested,  and 
the  laud  assigned  as  dower  yielded  a  net  income  of  $200  a  year, 

1  Gen.  Stat.  1860,  ch.  94,  §  9;  Shannon  v.  White,  109  Mass.  147. 

«  Gen.  Stat.  Vt  (App.  1870),  ch.  61,  }  1,  cl.  4.  See  Boyden  v.  Ward,  88  Vt  628; 
2  Gavin  &  Hord's  Stat  Ind.  523,  J  184;  Noblett  v.  DiUinger,  28  Ind.  605;  Haugh  v. 
Seabold,  16  Ind.  848. 

»  Foster  v.  Foster,  86  N.  H.  487. 

^  Duncan  v.  Eaton,  17  N.  H.  441. 
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an  allowance  of  $1,250  was,  on  appeal,  cut  down  to  $750,  or  $250 
a  year  for  three  years,  the  estimated  time  for  settling  the  estate, 
which  was  then  in  litigation.^  Where  the  debts  exceeded  the 
whole  estate,  which  was  worth  about  $6,400,  and  the  widow's 
dower  was  worth  $640,  and  she  had  been  allowed  $600,  a  further 
allowance  was  deemed  unreasonable.^  Where  the  real  estate 
amounted  to  $4,000,  the  personal  estate  to  $6,000,  and  the  father 
of  the  intestate  was  his  only  heir,  an  allowance  of  $3,000  was 
cut  down  to  $1,000,  since  the  widow  would  also  oret.  under  the 
statute  of  distribution,  $500,  one-fourth  of  the  residue  of  the 
personal  estate  after  paying  the  debts.'  Where  the  deceased  hus- 
band was,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  sheriff  of  the  county,  had 
been  for  many  years  a  major-general  of  the  militia  of  the  com- 
monwealth, the  quality  and  degree  of  the  widow  wjis  '*  certainly 
to  bo  considered  as  elevated,"  and  she  was  allowed  out  of  his 
estate  $895.*  Where  the  real  estate  was  inventoried  at  $2,000, 
and  the  personal  estate  at  $1,234,  and  the  executor  had  petitioned 
for  a  license  to  sell  real  estate,  stating  that  the  real  estate  not 
specifically  devised  was  insufficient  to  pay  the  debts  and  charges 
by  the  sum  of  $700,  and  the  husband  had  been  a  packet-master, 
sailing  between  Eastport  and  Belfast,  and  the  widow  was  eighty 
years  old,  sick,  and  insane,  $500  was  not  too  much.*  Where  the 
estate  was  valued  at  $500,000,  the  dwelling-house  was  large  and 
conlfortably  furnished,  and  the  family  consisted  of  .the  widow, 
four  adult  children,  a  young  woman  i*aised  by  the  family,  a 
housekeeper,  a  cook,  a  man-servant,  and  a  man  who  acted  as 
superintendent  of  a  large  farm  under  the  widow's  control  —  this 
establishment  being  by  the  court  considered  a  ^^^  family  "  within 
the  meaning  of  the  statute  —  an  allowance  to  the  widow  of  beds, 
bedsteads,  and  bedding  estimated  at  $400,  of  household  and 
kitchen  furniture  estimated  at  $1,600,  and  provisions  for  a  year, 
estimated  at  $1,590,  was  not  regarded  as  unreasonable  or  extrava- 
gant.* 

1  Kingman  o.  Kingman,  81  N.  H.  1S2, 191. 
>  Cummings  v.  AUen,  84  N.  H.  194. 
■  Waahbum  c.  Washburn,  10  Pick.  874. 

*  Crane  v.  Crane,  17  Pick.  427. 

*  Brown  v,  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  70. 

*  Strawn  v.  8trawn,  68  BL  268. 

752 


NATURE,  CONDITIONS,  AND  QUANTUM.         §  953 

§  953.   A  Case  in  which  $85,000  wajs   allowed. — In  a  re* 

markable  case  in  Maine  the  court  refers  to  the  widow's  third,  or 
pars  rationabilis  bonoi^uniy  at  common-law,  and  to  her  distributive 
share  of  one-third,  under  the  statute  of  that  state,  where  the 
husband  died  intestate,  leaving  children,  and  says  that  while  **  the 
amount  of  one-third  is  not  to  be  i-egarded  as  a  statutory  provis- 
ion in  cases  like  the  present  —  while  not  imperative  as  an 
enactment — it  is  eminently  suggestive  as  indicating  the  general 
purpose  and  views  of  the  Legislature  on  this  subject."^  Influ- 
enced, no  doubt,  by  this  consideration,  and  carrying  out  the  views 
elsewhere  quoted,'  the  court  proceeded  to  award  the  largest  tem- 
porary allowance  of  which  there  is,  perhaps,  any  record.  The 
grounds  upon  which  this  award  was  made  are  best  stated  in  the 
language  of  Appleton,  C.  J. :  *'  In  the  case  before  us  the  hus- 
band was  possessed  of  from  live  to  six  hundred  thousand  dollars, 
mostly  in  personal  property.  Tlie  real  estate  of  which  he  died 
seized  was  of  trifling  value.  The  dower  of  the  appellee  is  but 
nominal.  The  provision  made  for  her  by  the  will  was  so  dis- 
proportionally  inadequate,  reference  being  had  to  the  testator's 
great  estate,  as  to  indicate  anything  rather  than  aflTectionate  or 
kindly  relations  on  the'  part  of  the  husband  towards  his  wife. 
The  appellee  had  well-founded  reasons  for  dissatisfaction  and  for 
an  appeal  to  the  law  in  vindication  of  her  rights.  The  appellee 
was  married  in  1836.  The  marriage  was  a  second  one  on  the 
part  of  her  husband,  who  was  twenty-six  years  older  than  his 
wife,  and  was  the  father  of  six  children  by  a  previous  marriage. 
By  the  second  marriage  there  were  four  children  living  at  the 
time  of  the  husband's  decease,  two  of  whom  were  minors.  Most 
of  the  children  of  the  fii'st  marriage  had  the  aid  of  the  large 
capital  and  the  rare  talent  and  sagacity  of  their  father — were  at 
diflferent  times  in  partnership  with  him  —  and  had  amassed  estates 
rivaling  or  exceeding  his  own  in  magnitude.  The  children  by 
the  second  marriage  have  lost  the  benefit  of  their  father's  counsel, 
and  of  the  assistance  which  his  wealth  mio:ht  aflTord,  and  of  the 
advice  which  his  great  business  talent  would  have  enabled  him 


^  Gilinan  v.  Gilman,  68  Me.  192,  per  Appleton,  0.  J. 
•  Supra,  I  949. 
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to  render.  Before  their  intermarriage  the  husband  agreed,  in 
anticipation  of  their  intended  union,  to  make  a  settlement  of 
thirty  thousand  dollars  upon  his  future  wife.  The  marriage  was 
consummated  —  but  the  agreement  was  never  performed.  This 
is  no  slight  indication  of  what  the  testator  then  deemed  as  rear 
souable  and  necessary,  regard  being  had  to  his  degree  and  estate. 
Since  that  time  his  estate  has  greatly  increased.  To  this  sum 
and  its  increase  the  wife  was  equitably  entitled,  for  marriiige  is  a 
good  consideration,  and  an  agreement  to  make  an  allowance  is 
one  which  a  court  of  equity  will  enforce.  In  1841  the  husband 
received  and  retained  two  thousand  dollars  to  which  the  appellee 
was  entitled  from  the  estate  of  her  father.  These  sums  thus 
withheld,  and  which  the  appellee  should  have  received,  have  gone 
into  the  estate  of  the  husband  and  become  a  part  of  its  assets. 
They  amount,  with  interest  to  thp  present  time,  to  over  ninety 
thousand  dollars.  The  appellee  was  an  accomplished  lady,  who, 
at  the  time  of  her  marriage,  was  a  member  of  the  family  of  the 
first  chief  magistrate  of  this  state,  and  had  ever  been  conversant 
with  good  society.  An  allowance  proportionate  to  the  ample 
means  of  her  husband  can  properly  be  made  without  infringing 
upon  the  rights  of  others.  The  <legree  and  estate  of  her  hus^ 
band  render  this  necessary  and  reasonable.  A  just  respect  to 
his  memory  requires  it.  Her  health  is  poor.  If  the  require- 
ments of  her  health  compel  her  to  resort  to  a  more  genial  climate, 
the  laro^e  esttite  of  her  husband  authorizes  an  allowance  such  as 
would  afford  her  this  indulgence.  The  ecclesiastical  courts,  in 
suits  for  divorce,  when  the  health  of  the  wife  requires  it,  may 
allow  such  sum  for  alimony,  while  the  suit  is  pending,  as  will 
enable  the  wife  to  proceed  to  a  more  genial  climate  to  seek  its 
restoration,  and  the  courts  of  chancery  in  this  country  do  the 
same.^  The  expenses  of  living  are  greatly  increased.  The  bur- 
den of  taxation  bears  more  heavily.  The  health  of  the  wife  may 
require  her  to  visit  a  warmer  clime.  The  statute  directs  us  to 
have  reference  to  the  dejjree  and  estate  of  the  husband.  Takinor 
into  consideration  all  the  facts  to  which  we  have  alluded,  it  seems 


^  Lynde  v.  Lynde,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  878.     On  appeal  the  decree  of  the  vioe-KshanoeUor 
was  affirmed  by  the  chaacellor.    2  Barb.  Ch.  72. 
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to  US  that  an  allowance  of  eighty-five  thousand  dollars  would  be 
but  reasonable  and  necessary  according  to  the  degree  and  estate 
of  her  husband,  and  the  state  of  the  family  under  her  charge/'  ^ 

§954.  Appeal  —  Conclusiveness  of  Award*  —  If  a  person 
entitled  to  question  the  extent  of  this  allowance  is  dissatisfied 
therewith,  he  may  appeal;  the  exercise  of  this  discretionary 
power  of  the  probate  judge  cannot  be  inquired  mto  collaterally, 
nq  matter  how  disproportionate  to  the  whole  estate  the  allowance 
may  seem.*  So  lield  where  the  appeal  was  from  a  decree  settling 
the  estate.'  So,  where  the  whole  of  the  estate,  appraised  at  less 
than  $300,  had  been  assigned  to  the  widow,  under  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  this  might  be  done,^  and  there  was  a  small  debt  due 
the  decedent  not  included  in  the  inventory,  this  debt  could  not 
be  subjected  by  trustee  j)vocess  (garnishment)  by  a  creditor  of  the 
estate ;  he  must  prove  up  his  debt  iu  due  course  of  administra- 
tion.* 

ARTICLE  n. — Who  entitled  to  claim  it. 

§  955.  Widow  without  Children. — Under  a  statute  designat- 
ing the  persons  entitled  to  claim  this  '*  reasonable  allowance  '*  as 
'*the  widow  and  children  constituting  the  family  of  the  de- 
ceased," the  widow  alone  may  claim  it,  though  there  be  no 
children.* 

§  956.  "Family." — ^Elsewhere  we  have  had  occasion  to  con- 
sider the  meaning  of  this  word,  as  used  in  ordinary  statutes  of 
homestead  and  exemption.^  Under  a  statute  of  Illinois  granting 
a  widow  an  allowance  of  **  necessary  furniture  "  and  **  provisions 
for  a  year,"  it  was  held  that  adult  children,  servants,  and  a  farm- 
superintendent  living  with  the  widow  in  the  mansion-house  of  the 
deceased  were  members  of  his  family ;  but  it  was  said  that  this 

^  Gilman  v.  Oilman,  68  Me.  198,  194,  opinion  by  Appleton,  C.  J. 
«  Litchfield  v.  Oadworth,  16  Pick.  80 ;  Ward  v.  Ward,  16  Pick.  622 ;  Boyden  v. 
Ward,  88  Vt  686;  infra,  i  990. 
■  Ward  V.  Ward,  supra. 
A  Ante,  i  906. 

ft  Boyden  v.  Ward,  8S  Vt  686. 
•  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Y t  246. 
'  Ante,  \4Aet  eeq. 
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term  would  not  include  boarders.^  **  It  was  the  design  of  the  Leg- 
islature to  furnish  the  necessary  sustenance  for  such  household  for 
one  year  after  the  death  of  the  husband,  and  to  enable  the  widow 
to  keep  what  death  had  spared  of  her  domestic  circle  unbroken 
during  that  time,  notwithstanding  the  loss  of  her  husband.'*' 

§  957.    Rights  of    ChildFen  Independently  of   Widow.  —  A 

statute  of  Mississippi  provided  that  '*  it  shall  be,  and  is  hereby 
made,  the  duty  of  the  probate  judges  of  the  several  counties  in 
this  state,  upon  the  application  of  the  widow  of  any  deceased 
person,  to  appoint  three  commissioners,  whose  duty  it  shall  be  to 
select  and  set  apart,  out  of  the  stock  of  provisions  and  effects  of 
said  deceased  person,  one  year's  provision  for  the  widow  and 
children."'  This  statute,  and  a  similar  one  succeeding  it,*  con- 
ferred an  independent  right  upon  the  children,  as  well  as  upon 
the  mother.^  It  did  not  depend  upon  the  fact  that  it  was  asserted 
by  the  mother.  Therefore,  if  the  mother  had  died  before  claim- 
ing it,  the  guardian  of  the  children  might  claim  it.*  So,  children 
of  the  deceased  by  a  former  wife,  living  apart  from  the  widow, 
with  their  guardian,  were  entitled,  as  against  the  widow,  to  their 
share  of  the  amount  set  apart  as  year's  support.^  But  under 
the  North  Carolina  statute  of  1796  the  children  cannot  claim  a 
year's  support  except  through  the  mother,  and  are  not  authorized 
to  sue  for  an  allotment.®  Under  a  statute  of  Indiana  allowing 
**  a  survivuig  wife  and  minor  children,  in  all  cases,  *  *  *  to 
remain  in  the  ordinary  dwelling-house  of  the  family,  and  to 
occupy  the  same  and  the  messuage  thereunto  appertaining,  and 
fields  adjacent,  if  any,  not  exceeding  forty  acres,  free  of  rent, 
for  one  year  from  the  death  of  her  husband,"*  if  the  guardian 
of  the  children  has  removed  them  from  her,  he  cannot  maintain 


Strawn  v.  Strawn,  68  HI,  268. 

Ibid.,  per  Lawrence,  J. 

Hutch.  Code  Mibs.,  6S0. 

Miss.  Acts  1862,  p.  846. 

Edwards  v.  McGke,  27  Miss.  92 ;  Woxnack  v.  Boyd,  81  MUs.  Uii, 

Edwards  v,  McGee,  supra. 

Womack  v,  Boyd,  81  Miss.  ^S, 

Cox  V.  Brown,  6  Ired.  194, 196 ;  Kimball  v.  Bemingi  6  Lced.  il8i» 

1  Gavin  &  Hold's  Stat  Ind.  297,  2  28. 
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an  action  against  her  to  recover  any  part  of  the  rental  value  of 
the  premises  for  sach  year.^  In  Illinois,  children  have  such  a 
substantial  interest  in  ••the  widow's  award,"  as  it  is  there 
termed,  that  an  ante-nuptial  contract  waiving  such  an  allowance 
will  be  treated  as  invalid  if  there  are  minor  children,  although 
it  might  be  deemed  valid  if  it  aiffected  the  widow  alone.* 

§  958.  Continued.  —  It  is  not  the  province  of  the  executors 
to  determine  how  much  belongs  to  the  widow  and  how  much  to 
the  children  ;  that  is  a  matter  for  the  Probate  Court.*  If  there 
be  a  posthumous  child,  it  is  not  to  be  disregarded  in  making  the 
allotment,  unless  it  should  be  ascertained  by  the  court  that  its 
condition  is  not  such  us  to  require,  during  the  year  from  the 
date  of  administration,  any  aid  from  the  estate  for  its  support.* 
The  court  says  that  **the  statutes  conferring  these  privileges 
upon  the  widow  and  children  furnish  no  rule  for  apportioning  to 
them  respectively  the  sum  allowed  for  their  benefit.  It  might 
occur  that  the  widow  would  require  a  much  larger  sum  for  her 
support  than  any  of  the  children,  during  the  year,  or  that  some 
of  the  children  might  require  much  more  than  others.  And  that 
is  a  matter  to  be  settled  by  the  Probate  Court,  either  by  direct- 
ing the  commissioners  who  set  apart  the  allowance  to  inquire 
into,  and  report  upon,  the  circumstances  of  the  parties,  where  it 
may  be  necessary,  and  the  necessity  is  made  known  to  the  court 
at  the  time  of  appointing  the  commissioners,  or  by  the  court  in- 
quiring into  the  matter  and  adjusting  the  rights  of  the  respect- 
ive parties."* 

§  959.  Continued.  —  Another  statute  of  Mississippi  provided 
that  **  all  property,  real,  personal,  or  mixed,  at  present  exempt 
from  execution  by  virtue  of  any  laws  now  in  force,  upon  the 
death  of  the  husband,  dying  intestate,  shall  descend  in  like  man- 
ner as  other  property  descends,  according  to  the  laws  now  in 
force,  to  the  widow  and  children  during  widowhood,  and  after- 

»  Weaver  v.  Low,  29  Ind.  57. 
»  Phelps  V,  Phelps,  72  HI.  646. 
»  Womack  v,  Boyd,  81  Miss.  448. 

*  Ibid,    Sec,  also,  Husbands  v.  Bullock,  1  Duv.  21. 

*  Womack  v.  Boyd,  31  Miss.  445,  per  Handy,  J. 
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wards  to  all  the  children  alike,  free  from  all  contracts  or  liabili- 
ties of  said  decedent,  or  his  widow  during  her  life."*  The 
children  of  an  intestate  were  entitled  to  the  beneiits  of  this 
statute,  thouofh  he  ieft  no  widow.  Said  the  coui*t:  **Both  the 
terms  of  the  act  and  the  reasons  upon  which  it  is  founded  show 
that  the  protection  of  the  rights  of  the  children,  independently 
of  those  of  the  widow,  was  the  subject  of  special  consideration ; 
for  if  the  necessities  of  the  children,  with  the  care  and  protec- 
tion of  the  mother,  were  objects  of  special  protection,  it  is  mani- 
fest that  they  must  have  been  much  more  the  subject  of  protec- 
tion when  deprived  of  the  mother."  *  If  there  were  no  children, 
the  widow  took,  under  this  statute,  an  absolute  title  by  descent. 
Her  title  did  not  depend  upon  her  continuing  to  reside  within 
the  state,  and  was  not  forfeited  by  her  removal  to  another  state, 
there  being  no  statute  declaring  such  a  forfeiture.* 

§  960.  Child  in  Ventre  sa  Mere^  when  considered  in  Esse.  — 
The  rule  that  children  in  ventre  sa  mere  are  considered  in  esse  for 
their  benefit,  not  for  their  prejudice,*  was  applied  in  the  interpre- 
tation of  a  statute  of  Kentucky  which  provided  that,  where  there 
should  be  infant  ''children  of  the  intestate  residing  with  the 
widow,"  the  widow  should  be  entitled  to  certain  additional  spe- 
cific exemptions.  It  was  held  to  embrace  a  case  where  there 
were,  at  the  time  of  the  husbiynd's  death,  no  children  of  the 
marriage,  but  the  widow  was  enceiente  and  afterwards  delivered 
of  one.* 

§  961.  Bights  of  Children  of  different  Marriages.  —  In 
Texas  an  administrator  on  the  joint  estates  of  a  deceased  hus- 
band and  his  first  wife  cannot  appropriate  the  entire  allowance  for 
one  year's  support  made  by  the  court,  though  furnished  from  the 
community  property  of  the  first  marriage,  to  the  exclusive  use 
of  the  children  of  the  first  marriage,  if  there  be  other  minor 

1  Miss.  Act  October  20,  1852;  Laws  1852,  p.  66. 

'  Whitcomb  v.  Reid,  81  Miss.  667,  opinion  by  Handy,  J. ;  compare  Womack  «. 
Boyd,  31  Miss.  448 ;  Edwards  v,  McGee,  27  Miss.  92. 
■  Brown  v.  Brown,  88  Miss.  89. 
*  Burret  v.  Mann,  1  Ves.  Sr.  166. 
>  Husbands  v.  BuUock,  1  Duv.  21. 
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rliildren  of  the  deceased  husband.  The  fact  that  the  mother  of 
the  children  of  the  second  marriage  left  the  homestead,  and  per- 
mitted the  children  of  the  first  marriage  to  occupy  it,  does  not  de- 
prive the  former  of  their  pro-7^ata  interest  in  the  amount  allowed 
for  the  one  year's  support,  nor  from  recovering,  against  the  admin- 
istrator of  the  joiiit  estates  of  their  deceased  father  and  his  first 
wife,  their  pro-rata  share  of  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation 
of  the  homestead  land,  all  of  which  had  been  appropriated  by 
the  administrator  to  support  the  children  of  the  first  marriage.^ 

§  962.  Step-children.  —  Under  a  statute  requiring  certain  ar- 
ticles to  be  set  apart  *'  for  the  support  of  the  widow  and  her 
family,"  minor  children  of  the  widow  by  a  former  husband  are 
entitled  to  be  taken  into  consideration ;  they  are  a  part  of  the 
widow's  *'/rtwit7y."' 

§  963.  Wife  livingr  apart  from  Husband  and  having  sepa- 
rate Estate.  —  It  is  obvious,  from  the  nature  of  this  allowance  — 
it  being  intended  solely  to  meet  the  widow's  actual  necessities  — 
that  many  cases  will  exist  where,  independently  of  anj*^  pro- 
vision made  for  the  widow  in  the  will,  she  will  not  require  it, 
and  where  the  judge  of  probate,  iii  the  exercise  of  the  sound 
discretion  committed  to  him  by  statute,  will  be  justified  in 
refusing  it  altogether.  Thus,  a  widow  who  had  lived  separate 
from  her  husband  for  many  years  before  his  death,  with  all  her 
separate  property,  considerable  in  amount,  and  who  had  no  chil- 
dren, was  not  entitled  to  any  allowance  of  this  nature  under  the 
Massachusetts  statute,  elsewhere  set  out.'  The  decision  was 
placed  upon  the  broad  ground  that  the  allowance  was  not  nec- 
essary to  the  widow,  since  her  situation  was  in  no  manner 
changed  by  her  husband's  death,  nor  her  means  of  support  in 
any  degree  diminished.  And,  it  was  hence,  considered  of  no 
importance  which  party  was  the  culpable  cause  of  the  separa- 
tion ;  nor  that  a  formal  indenture  of  separation  was  executed, 
by  which  the  wife  covenanted  to  claim  no  share  in  the  husband's 

1  Harmon  v,  Bynunif  40  Texas,  824. 
'  Sanderlin  v.  Sanderlin,  1  Swan,  441. 
•  AnU,  i  947. 
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estate ;  nor  that,  soon  after  executing  such  indenture,  they  co- 
habited for  two  or  three  days.  *'The  allowance  now  under 
consideration,"  said  Shaw,  C.  J.,  '*  is  not  made  to  the  widow  as 
a  reward  for  faithful  services  as  a  wife  ;  nor  is  it  given  out  of  the 
husband's  estate  as  compensation  to  her  for  Ul  treatment  by  him 
as  a  husband ;  but  it  is  a  question  solely  of  her  actual  necessi- 
ties." ^ 

§  964.    Con  tinned  —  Observations  of  Chief  Justice  Shaw. — 

Care  was  taken,  in  the  case  in  Massachusetts  just  quoted,  to 
exclude  the  idea  that  absence  on  the  part  of  the  wife  from  the 
domicile  of  the  husband  at  the  time  of  his  death  will  preclude 
her  from  claiming  this  allowance.  "Though  no  general  rules," 
said  Shaw,  C  J.,  "have  or  can  be  established  regulating  this 
judicial  discretion,  yet,  to  some  extent,  the  considerations  of 
justice  and  expediency  on  which  the  law  is  founded  are  plain  and 
obvious,  and  from  them  we  may  infer  the  intention  of  the  Legis- 
lature. The  case  supposes  the  decease  of  a  husband,  leaving  a 
widow.  In  the  great  majority  of  cases  he  will  have  been  a  house- 
keeper ;  in  many,  a  parent ;  in  many,  leaving  children  helpless 
and  dependent.  In  many  cases  the  widow,  by  the  decease  of  her 
husband,  may  become  the  head  of  a  household  and  family  ;  new 
duties  and  obligations  may  rest  upon  her,  causing  an  immediate 
demand  for  necessaries,  sometimes  even  before  letters  of  admin- 
istration can  be  granted.  The  purpose  of  the  statute,  we  think, 
is  to  make  a  personal  allowance  to  her  to  meet  these  necessities. 
But  no  one  of  these  circumstances  cojistitutes  a  condition  to  this 
allowance,  or  a  decisive  test  of  its  fitness.  The  parties  may  not 
have  been  housekeepers,  or  even  living  together,  at  the  time  of 
her  husband's  decease.  She  may  have  been  absent  at  a  hospital 
or  infirmary,  for  the  recovery  of  her  health,  bodily  or  mental, 
end  stand  in  immediate  need ;  or  she  may  be  on  a  visit  to  her 
friends  ;  or,  by  mutual  consent  and  for  their  common  benefit,  they 
may  seek  employment  in  different  places  —  as,  for  instance,  the 
husband  at  sea,  the  wife  in  a  school  or  a  factory.  But  these  are 
all  '  circumstances ' —  and  they  are  often  numerous  and  various  — 

^  HoUenbeck  v,  Pixlej,  8  Gray,  52& 
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to  be  taken  into  consideration  by  the  judge,  to  determine  whether 
any  allowance  shall  be  made  ;  and,  it*  any,  what.  The  amount  of 
the  propei-ty  left  by  the  husband,  and  the  amount  of  the  separate 
property  and  means  of  the  wife,  are,  also,  important  circum- 
stances bearing  on  the  question  of  her  necessities."^ 

,   §    965.    Wife   deserted  by   Hnsband   and  remarried. — In 

construing  a  late  statute  of  Maine  ^  the  Supreme  Court  of  that 
state  says:  ''From  the  tenor  of  the  statute  directing  the 
attention  of  the  judge  to  the  estate  and  condition  of  the  hus- 
band, and  the  state  of  the  family  under  the  widow's  charge,  it  is 
apparent  that  the  Legislature,  in  making  the  provision,  were  con- 
templating the  ordinary  case  where  the  parties  to  the  marriage 
relation  have  lived  together  till  death  severed  the  tie,  and  where 
the  widow  remains  in  oharge  of  the  family  of  the  deceased.  Yet 
the  power  undoubtedly  extends  to  cases  where  a  separation  hsis 
taken  place  between  the  husband  and  wife  before  the  death  of 
the  husband,  so  long  as  the  marriage  relation  has  not  been  legally 
dissolved.  But  it  is  apparent  that  such  cases  call  for  more  care- 
ful discrimination,  and  that,  even  where  the  separation  has  been 'a 
brief  one,  the  circumstances  may  be  such  as  would  make  it 
proper  to  refuse  an  allowance."  *  Carrying  out  these  views, 
where  the  wife,  deserted  by  her  husband  and  supposing  him  to  be 
dead,  had  remarried,  and  he,  on  his  return,  conti*acted  an  alliance 
with  another  woman,  by  whom  he  had  a  family,  and  in  connection 
with  whom  he  accumulated  the  little  property  left  at  the  time  of 
his  death,  and  he  and  his  lawful  wife  had  thus  lived  apart,  having 

1  Hollenbeck  v,  FSxlej,  8  Gray,  626,  opinion  by  Shaw,  C.  J. 

'  The  statute  reads  as  follows:  "In  the  settlement  of  any  intestate  estate,  or  of 
any  testate  estate  which  is  insolvent,  or  in  which  no  provision  is  made  for  the  widow 
in  the  will  of  her  husband,  or  she  duly  waives  the  same,  the  widow  shall  be  entitled 
to  so  much  of  the  personal  estate,  besides  her  ornaments  and  wearing  apparel,  as  the 
Judge  deems  necessary  according  to  the  degree  and  estate  of  her  husband,  and  the 
state  of  the  family  under  her  care ;  and  he  may  also  allow  her  any  one  pew  in  a  meet- 
ing-house, of  which  the  deceased  died  seized,  and  such  allowance,  when  recorded, 
sbaU  vest  the  title  in  her ;  and  when  an  estate,  which  at  the  time  of  said  allowance 
was  considered  insolvent,  ultimately  appears  to  be  solvent,  the  judge,  by  a  subsequent 
decree,  may  make  the  widow  a  ftirther  reasonable  allowance.*'  Bar.  Stat  Me.  1867, 
ch.  65,  {  18. 

>  Kersey  v.  BaUey,  62  Me.  20a 
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.separate  domestio  connections,  for  thirty  years  prior  to  his  death, 
it  was  held  that  she  was  not  entitled  to  the  allowance  provided 
for  by  the  statute.  Though  her  conduct  wad  not  blamable,  <^  she 
lost  nothing  by  his  death  which  she  had  before  possessed."  ^ 

§  966.  Widow  of  Non-resident. — It  was  held  by  a  learned 
surrogate  in  New  York  that  the  statute  of  that  state  granting  to 
widows  and  minor  children  a  temporary  allowance  of  the  value  of 
$150  would  be  limited,  by  construction,  to  cases  where  the  de- 
ceased was  a  resident  of  the  state  —  as,  where  the  husband,  a 
German  emigrant,  died  on  ship-board,  coming  to  this  country.^ 

§  967.  It  Widow  have  separate  Estate,  or  separate  Means  of 
Support,  what.  —  From  the  fact  that  most  of  the  statutes,  in 
designating  this  allowance,  use  the  term  ^*  necessary  for  the  main- 
tenance of  such  widow  and  children,"  or  other  equivalent  expres- 
sion,* and  from  a  consideration  of  the  general  nature  of  this  pro- 
vision, as  already  seen,  the  conclusion  almost  necessarily  follows 
that  if  the  widow  have  a  separate  estate,  or  any  other  independ- 
ent source  from  whence  she  derives  a  present  adequate  subsist- 
ence, she  will  not  be  entitled  to  this  allowance ;  for,  under  such 

■ 

circumstances,  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  her,  nor  will  it  be  equi- 
table that  she.  withhold  this  amount  from  legatees  and  distribu- 
tees —  much  less  from  creditors  —  where  the  estate  is  insolvent. 
This,  as  we  have  seen,  is  the  rule  in  Massachusetts,  clearly  ex- 
pressed by  Chief  Justice  Shaw ;  ^  and  in  some  states  it  is  declared 
by  statute.* 

§  968.  Rule  in  Vermont.  —  But  in  Vermont,  under  a  statute 
providing  that  **  the  widow  and  children  constituting  the  family 
of  the  deceased  shall  have  such  reasonable  allowance  out  of  the 
personal  estate  as  the  court  shall  judge  necessary  for  their  main- 
tenance during  the  progress  of  the  settlement  of  the   estate, 

1  Kersey  v.  Bailey,  52  Me.  198,  202. 

>  Kapp  «.  Public  Admr.,  2  Brad£  268 ;    compare  Shannon  v.  White,  109  Mafli. 
146. 

>  8ee  collection  of  statues  in  note'to  {  082,  mvU, 
«  Supra,  I  964. 

»  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws  Texas,  art  1804;  Sloan  v.  Webb,  20  Texas,  189. 
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according  to  their  circumstances/'  the  contrary  rule  was  de- 
clared. The  statute,  it  was  said,  had  a  general  application  ;  the 
discretion  conferred  upon  the  Probate  Court  extended  only  to 
the  amount  of  the  allowance ;  it  could  not  refuse  it  altogether, 
even  where  the  widow  had  other  abundant  means  of  support.^ 
The  impoi-taiice  of  the  question,  and  the  reputation  of  the  judge 
who  delivered  the  opinion,  will  perhaps  justify  quoting  his  lan- 
guage :  *'  It  is  obvious  no  discretion  is  given  the  Probate  Court 
to  disallow  such  maintenance  in  any  case,  unless  upon  the  in- 
terpretation of  the  word  « reasonable,'  or  *  as  the  court  shall 
judge  necessary.'  And  it  would  certainly  be  a  very  unusual 
interpretation  to  put  upon  such  terms,  in  their  connection  here, 
to  say  they  were  intended  to  regulate  the  discretion  of  the  court 
in  what  cases  to  allow  such  maintenance,  when,  from  their  rela- 
tion to  other  menibers  of  the  sentence,  it  is  obvious  that  the  only 
question  intended  to  be  referred  to  the  court,  under  the  terms, 
was  the  amount  of  the  allowance,  according  to  the  circumstances 
of  the  family.  We  can  only  determine  the  purpose  and  intent 
of  a  statute  by  the  words  used,  and  the  connection,  and  the  sub- 
ject-matter. From  all  these  it  is  very  obvious  the  statute  was 
intended  to  have  a  general  application.  The  exceptions  claimed 
in  the  present  case  are,  first,  on  the  gi'ound  of  the  pension  which 
the  widow  obtained,  as  such,  upon  the  decease  of  her  husband. 
This  is  not  different,  in  principle,  from  her  being  possessed  of 
ability  to  maintain  herself  in  any  other  mode,  so  as  not  to  require 
assistance  from  the  estate.  And,  indeed,  the  general  ability  of 
the  appellee  or  the  widow  in  this  case,  from  her  living  with  her 
father,  and  the  wealth  of  the  family,  and  the  very  great  improba- 
bility of  his  making  any  personal  claim  against  his  daughter  for 
her  board,  was  also  alluded  to  in  the  argument,  and  is  stated  in 
the  case,  and  seems  to  us  to  come  fairly  under  consideration  in 
the  same  connection.  But  we  are  not  prepared  to  say  that  any 
such  exception  can  fairly  be  ingrafted  upon  the  statute.  If  it 
had  been  the  purpose  of  the  Legislature  to  allow  maintenance 
only  in  the  case  of  such  widow  and  children  as  were  without  the 
means  of  subsistence  in  any  other  mode,  it  is  difficult  to  con- 

Ante,  i  94& 

763 


5  970  WIDOW  AND   orphan's   year's   8UPPOKT. 

jecture  how  it  occurred  that  the  provision  should  have  been 
expressed  in  the  general  and  unlimited  manner  it  here  is.  It  is 
incomprehensible  that,  if  the  provision  were  intended  only  for 
the  indigent  and  necessitous,  it  should  have  been  made  general. 
It  is,  at  all  events,  suf&cient  for  us  that,  the  provision  being  gen- 
eral, it  must  be  allowed  to  have^  a  general  application/'  ^ 

§  969.  Continaed — In  Alabama  and  Mississippi  the  right 
of  a  widow  to  certain  property  of  her  deceased  husband  exempt 
from  administration  does  not,  in  general,  depend  upon  the  fact 
that  the  widow  has  no  separate  estate  from  which  she  and  her 
children  could  derive  a  support,  and  such  as  would  exclude  her 
from  final  distribution.'  Under  a  statute  of  Massachusetts  pro- 
viding that  **  a  widow  may  remain  in  the  house  of  her  husband 
forty  days  after  his  death,  without  being  chargeable  therefor,  and 
in  the  meantime  she  shall  have  her  reasonable  sustenance  out  of 
his  estate,"  it  was  held  that  the  administrator  could  not  charge 
the  estate  with  $15  on  the  ground  that  the  testator  was  away 
from  home  at  the  time  of  his  death,  attended  by  his  wife,  and 
that  she  received  no  specific  8uppoi*t  afterwards,  during  that 
time,  out  of  his  estate.* 


ARTICLE  in.  — Out  op  what  Propertt. 

5  970.  Personal  Property  only.  —  Under  the  system  which  we 
inherited  from  England,  and  which  is  still  in  vogue  in  many  of 
the  states,  the  administrator  is  the  legal  personal  representative 
of  the  deceased  intestate,  and  has  charge  of  his  pei^sonal  estate 
merely.  His  real  estate  goes  to  his  heirs  subject  only  to  a  lia- 
bility for  payment  of  just  debts,  incidental  expenses  of  sale,  and 
charges  of  administration,  and  does  not  become  assets  in  the 
hands  of  the  administrator  unless  it  shall  become  necessaiy  to 
sell  it  for  those  purposes ;   when,  by  special  license  from  the 

^  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Yt  248,  opinion  by  Redfleld,  0.  J. 

*  Thompson  v.  Thompson,  61  Ala.  494 ;  Johnston  v.  Davenport,  42  Ala.  817 ;  Cole- 
man V.  Brooke,  87  Miss.  71 :  Whitley  v.  Stephenson,  88  Miss.  116;  Wally  v.  Wally, 
41  Miss.  669.    Otherwise  in  Louisiana.    See,  ante,  \  922. 

*  Pisk  V.  Gushman,  6  Gush.  20. 
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court,  he  may  be  authorized  so  to  do.*  It  is  necessarily  a  part 
of  this  system  that  this  allowance,  if  granted  at  all,  is  granted 
only  out  of  the  personal  estate,  and  most  of  the  statutes  so  pro- 
vide.' It  cannot  be  raised  by  selling  the  real  estate,  nor  can  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  real  estate  be  set  apart  for  this  purpose 
unless  there  is  a  special  statute  so  providing.' 

§  971.  Consequences  of  tbis  Liimitation.  —  Among  the  con- 
sequences of  this  limitation,  some  of  which  have  been  discussed 
elsewhei*e,  are  the  following :  Although  the  judge  of  probate  may 
allow  the  widow  all  the  personal  estate  if  Iier  situation  requires 
it,*  yet  he  cannot  allow  her  more ;  he  cannot  allow  her  money 
raised  by  the  sale  of  real  estate.*  If  the  widow  waives  the  pro- 
visions made  for  her  in  the  will,  under  a  statute  empowering  her 
so  to  do,  so  that  she  becomes  entHled  to  the  same  allowance  as 
if  her  husband  died  intestate,  the  judge  of  probate  may  grant  the 
allowance  out  of  any  of  the  personal  estate,  even  though  it  has  been 
specifically  bequeathed ;  and  if  the  rights  of  legatees  are  disturbed, 
they  must  adjust  them  among  themselves.  '*  Unless  such  power 
existed,  in  csises  where  the  personal  propei*ty  was  specifically  or 
generally  bequeathed,  and  the  widow  waived  the  provisions  made 
for  her  in  the  will,  there  would  be  no  way  of  supplying  her  im- 
mediate necessities  out  of  her  husband's  property,  although  he 
might  have  left  a  large  estate.  It  might  be  some  time  before  she 
could  realize  anything  from  her  dower,  and,  in  the  meantime, 
would  be  compelled  to  subsist  on  charity/*  But  '*  where  there 
is  sufficient  personal  property  not  bequeathed,  and  not  wanted  for 
the  payment  of  debts  and  expenses  of  administration,  it  would  be 
reasonable  and  proper  that  the  allowance  should  be  taken  out  of 
that,  and  full  effect  given  to  the  will  of  the  testator  whenever  it 
can  be  so  done."  •    In  the  celebrated  case  of  Gilman  v.  Gilman,^ 

1  Rev.  Stat  Me.  1S40,  ch.  112,  { 1,  cl.  1 ;  Paine  «.  Paulk,  89  Me.  18 ;  Smith  v.  McCon- 
neU,  17  HI.  186 ;  Poltz  v,  Proufle,  17  111.  487. 

*  Rev.  Stat  Me.  1871,  ch.  65,  {  21 ;  Bey.  Code  Ind.  1881,  p.  209;  Rev.  Stat  Ind.  1888, 
p.  288,  i  10 ;  Scatea*  Gomp.  Laws  HI.  1868,  p.  1201,  {  48.   See  statutes  cited,  ofUe,  {  982. 

*  Paine  v,  Paulk,  supraj  Jelly  o.  Elliott,  1  Ind.  119. 

*  Brazer  v.  Dean,  15  Mass.  188. 
^  Paine  v.  Paulk,  supra. 

*  Brown  v.  Hodgdon,  81  Me.  69. 
7  58  Me.  184,  194 ;  ante,  {  958. 
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where  the  widow,  who  had  dissented  from  the  will,  was  allowed 
$85,000,  the  court  ordered  that  the  widow  might  '*  select  any 
portion  thereof  from  the  said  [personal]  estate,  at  the  appi*aised 
value  thereof  in  the  inventory,  from  any  articles  not  specifically 
bequeathed;"  and  it  was  subsequently  said  in  the  same  csise 
that  this  decree  was  "  in  accordance  with  the  uniform  practice 
since  the  existence  of  the  state."  ^  Under  this  decree  it  was 
held  that  the  widow  might  select  a  judgment  founded  on  a 
promissory  note  returned  in  the  inventory  ;  and  that,  as  necessary 
to  the  principal,  she  was  entitled  to  the  interest  which  had  ac- 
crued after  the  appraisal ;  and  this  judgment  having  been  partially 
satisfied  by  a  levy  upon  personal  and  real  estate,  and  the  time  for 
redemption  having  expired,  she  was  entitled  to  the  proceeds  of 
the  levy  upon  the  personal  property,  and  also  to  a  release  from 
the  executors  of  the  unredeemed  real  estate.* 

§  972.  How  apportioned  among  Legratees.  —  In  Illinois  the 
doctrine  that  where  a  debt  or  claim  against  an  estate  is  a  common 
burden,  it  must  be  borne  equally  by  all  the  property  devised  by 
the  deceased,  is  said  to  be  applicable  to  the  widow's  allowance. 
In  respect  of  this  allowance  the  widow  is  a  creditor  of  the  estate. 
The  court  will,  therefore,  ascertain  the  comparative  value  of  the 
estate  within  its  jurisdiction  devised  to  the  widow,  and  that  de- 
vised to  the  children,  and  apportion  the  widow's  allowance 
according  to  the  respective  values  of  the  property  devised.  But, 
in  apportioning  this  burden,  the  homestead,  being  in  the  occu- 
pancy of  the  widow  and  minor  children,  but  devised  to  the  latter, 
should  not  be  taken  into  account  or  ordered  to  be  sold.' 

§  973.   May  consist  of  what  Species  of  Personalty — Money. 

— In  many  of  the  states  the  statutes  designate  the  hind  of  per- 
sonalty of  which  the  allowance  shall  consist,  either  by  express 
enumeration  or  by  such  descriptions  as  <^  household  and  k]t<;hen 
furniture,"  '*  necessary  provisions  for  one  year,"  or  the  like. 
In  some  cases  the  widow  has  the  right  of  selecting  from  the  per- 

^  Gilman  v.  Gilman,  54  Me.  586. 

»  Ibid. 

a  Deltzer  v.  Scheuester,  87  HI.  301. 
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sonalty  at  its  appraised  value,  to  the  limit  named  in  the  statute  ;  ^ 
in  others  it  is  the  duty  of  the  judge  of  probate,'  or  of  the  ap- 
praisers,* to  make  the  designation.  In  the  absence  of  any  statu- 
tory expression  to  the  contrary,  cases  may  arise  in  which  the 
allowance  will  be  set  apart  in  money,  though  some  courts  seem 
disinclined  to  sanction  this  unless  it  is  necessary.^  No  case, 
however,  has  been  found  where  the  granting  of  an  allowance  in 
money  has  been  held  erroneous.  In  Alabama,  money  may  be 
allotted  to  the  widow,  instead  of  other  personal  property ;  and, 
when  such  allotment  is  made,  the  Probate  Court  cannot,  ex  mero 
motu,  set  it  aside.^  In  Illinois,  as  the  law  stood  in  1858,  the 
widow  might  take,  as  exempt  from  the  debts  of  the  husband, 
certain  specific  articles,  or  their  value  in  money.  If  she  elect  to 
take  money,  she  thereby  became  a  general  creditor  of  the  estate, 
whose  claim  was  entitled  to  be  satisfied  by  a  sale  of  land,  in 
common  with  other  creditors.* 


ARTICLE  IV. — Remedies  and  Procedure. 

5  975.  Widow's  Remedy  summary. — The  remedy  of  the 
widow  for  the  enforcement  of  this  right  must  necessarily  be 
summary  in  its  nature.^  The  exigency  in  which  she  is  placed 
will  not  admit  of  the  delays  which  attend  adversary  litigation 
conducted  with  the  usual  formalities.  If  it  were  otherwise, 
while  the  lawyers  were  arguing  demurrers,  she  and  her  children 
might  starve.  Her  best  security  consists  in  her  primary  right  to 
administer  upon  her  husband's  estate ;  but  in  many  cases  it  is 
impracticable  for  her  to  do  this,  either  from  age,  infirmity,  igno- 
rance, or  inability  to  give  the  necessary  bond.  In  these  cases, 
having  in  view  the  fact  that  the  executor  or  administrator  is  gen- 
erally an  interested  creditor,  legatee,  or  distributee,  the  statutes, 

1  Ante,  3  904. 

*  Drew  V.  Gordon,  18  AUen,  120. 

'  Applegate  v.  Cameron,  2  Bradf.  120. 

«  McNulty  V.  Lewis,  S  Smed.  &  M.  626;  Drew  «.  Gk>rdoii,  18  AUen,  120,  per  Hoar, 
J.;  ante,  J{  882,  912. 
>  Ex  parte  Reavis,  60  Ala.  210. 

•  Cruce  V.  Cruce,  21  HI.  46. 

»  Wright  V.  Wright,  13  Allen,  209. 
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in  general,  do  not  intrust  the  setting  apart  of  this  allowance  to 
him,  but  provide  that  the  court  of  probate  shall  appoint  apprais- 
erSj  who  shall  determine  and  admeasure  it  to  the  widow ;  so  that 
the  money  or  provisions  thus  set  apart  do  not  pass  into  the  hands 
of  the  personal  representative  at  all.  If,  however,  this  duty  is 
neglected,  she  may  petition  the  Probate  Court  to  appoint  com- 
missioners to  make  the  allotment;^  and  this  petition  is  generally 
€x  parte, 

§  976.  And,  In  general,  witbout  Notice.  —  In  Mississippi,' 
Massachusetts,"  and  New  Hampshire*  the  administrator  is  not,  in 
general,  entitled  to  notice  of  it ;  and  in  Vermont  no  order  of 
con  it-  at  all  is  necessary.^  In  Massachusetts  no  notice  of  the 
application  is  required,  except  upon  a  grant  of  special  adminis- 
tration; but  the  better  practice  is  said  to  be,  not  to  make  an 
allowance  of  any  considerable  amount  without  notice  to  all  par- 
ties interested.  In  many  ca^es,  however,  notice  to  the  executor 
is  sufficient  to  protect  the  interests  of  all  parties  concerned.* 

§  977.    But  in  special  Cases,  Notice  should  be  given. — In 

New  Hampshire  the  judge  of  probate  is  authorized  by  statute 
to  act  without  notice  in  certain  enumerated  cases,  among  which 
is  that  of  making  allowances  of  this  kind,'  "  This  provision,** 
says  the  Supreme  Court  of  that  state,  **  is  liable  to  be  misunder- 
stood. The  discretion  thus  to  be  exercised  is  not  a  capricious 
discretion,  to  be  exercised  according  to  the  whim  or  caprice  or 
favor  of  the  judge.  It  is  a  legal  discretion,  to  be  exercised  only 
upon  a  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  with  an 
anxious  regard  to  the  rights  and  interests  of  the  parties  to  be 
affected  by  the  proceedings.  And  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  a 
legal  or  judicious  exercise  of  such  discretion  to  make  decrees 
affecting  the  rights  of  others  without  iuquiry  whether  those  per- 

1  Calvit  V,  Oalvit,  82  Miss.  184. 

'  Morgan  v.  Moigan,  36  Miss.  849. 

»  Wright  17.  Wright,  13  Allen,  209. 

«  Cummings  v,  Allen,  84  N.  H.  194. 

»  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Vt  248. 

•  Wright  V,  Wright,  supra. 

V  Gen.  Stat  N.  H    ch.  165. 
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sons  are  aware  of  the  proceeding,  and  whether  they  are  known  to 
have  objections  to  the  application  ;  whether  the  design  to  apply 
has  been  in  any  way  studiously  concealed ;  and  whether  there 
exist  any  reasons  of  haste  or  urgency  which  render  it  unsuitable 
that  the  case  should  be  delayed.  And,  as  a  general  rule,  the 
judge  should  be  satisfied  that, the  parties  to  be  affected,  or  some 
of  those  most  interested,  are  aware  of  the  proceeding,  or  that  good 
reasons  exist  against  any  delay  ;  or  he  should  require  some  notice 
to  be  given  —  not  necessarily  the  formal  notice  required  by  the 
statute,  but  some  notice  sufficient  to  put  the  pai*ty  upon  the  alert. 
While  the  courts  of  probate  should  act  upon  these  principles 
always,  there  are  many  classes  of  cases  where  the  just  exercise 
of  the  legal  discretion  vested  in  that  tribunal  should  require  that 
formal  notice  should  be  given  as  of  course,  and  the  present  case 
seems  eminently  one  of  that  class.  The  design  of  the  allowance 
to  the  widow  is  to  provide  her  the  means  of  living  when  her 
family  is  broken  up  and  her  ordinary  sources  of  supply  cut  off. 
It  is  almost  a  matter  of  course  that  such  allowance  should  be 
necessary  ;  and  when  the  application  is  made  early,  as  is  usual,  it 
is  expected  by  the  administrator,  and  notice  is  comparatively  un- 
necessary. But  when  such  an  application  has  been  once  made, 
and  a  very  liberal  allowance  ordered,  and  the  property  has  been 
sold  or  disposed  of ;  when  the  estate  has  been  ascertained  to  be 
deeply  insolvent,  so  that  it  is  evident  that  the  assets,  in  justice, 
are  the  property  of  the  creditors ;  after  such  a  delay  as  to  show 
conclusively  that  there  can  be  no  haste  or  urgency  to  forbid 
careful  and  deliberate  hearing  and  consideration  of  the  merits  of 
the  application,  justice  requires,  and  sound  legal  discretion  de- 
mands, that  formal  notice  of  the  application  should  be  given. 
Upon  a  reversal  of  the  decree  for  this  cause,  this  court  may 
either  decide  upon  the  propriety  of  the  allowance  and  its  amount 
or  remit  the  case  to  the  court  of  probate  for  further  notice  and 
proceedings."^ 

§  978.  Whether  formal  Application  necessary.  —  In  Texas, 
by  statute  it  is  made  the  duty  of  the  chief  justice  of  the  County 
Court  to  fix  the  amount  of  the  allowance  for  the  ''year's  sup- 

^  Cummings  v.  AUen,  84  N.  H.  196,  opinion  by  BeU,  J. 
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« 

port"  of  the  widow  and  children,  or  widow  or  children,  at  the 
first  term  of  the  court  after  the  grant  of  letters  testamentary  or 
of  administration.^  This  statute  was  construed  as  imposing  an 
absolute  and  imperative  duty  upon  the  chief  justice,  and  fixing 
the  time  of  its  performance.  No  formal  application  on  the  part 
of  the  widow  was  necessary,  although  it  was  proper  that  one 
should  be  made,  in  order  to  afford  the  chief  justice  the  requisite 
information  on  which  to  act.' 

§  979.  Order  of  Court  unnecessary,  where.  —  In  Vermont, 
under  a  statute  providing  that  "  the  widow  and  children  consti- 
tuting the  family  of  the  deceased  shall  have  such  reasonable 
allowance  out  of  the  personal  estate  as  the  Probate  Court  shall 
judge  necessary  for  their  maintenance  during  the  progress  of  the 
settlement  of  the  estate,  according  to  their  circumstances,"  it 
has  been  held  that  the  administrator  is  not  required  to  wait  for 
an  order  of  the  court  in  advance  of  making  the  allowance ;  but 
the  usual  and  proper  practice  was  said  to  be  for  the  administrator 
to  make  the  expenditure  as  necessity  occurred,  and  have  such 
sum  allowed,  in  the  settlement  of  his  account,  as  the  court  should 
deem  reasonable.'  In  North  Carolina  no  formal  proceedings 
were  necessary,  under  the  repealed  act  of  1851,  to  enable  a  widow 
to  assert  her  right  to  an  exempt  chattel,  and  the  widow  was  not 
chargeable  as  executrix  de  son  tort  for  keeping  it  in  her  posses- 
sion.* In  New  York,  where  there  had  been  no  apportionment  to 
the  minor  children,  and  the  executors  had  advanced  money  for 
their  support,  they  were  allowed  corresponding  credits  on  their 
final  accounting.*  And  there  are  two  cases  which  indicate  an  un- 
derstanding that  the  wife  succeeds,  without  any  allotment,  to  the 
property  which  was  exempt  in  the  hands  of  her  husband,®  and 
even  without  administration.''  In  some  of  the  states  there  are 
statutes  authorizing  the  Probate  Court  to  set  apart  the  entire  es- 

Hart.  Dig.  Laws  Texas,  arts.  1153,  1154;  1  Pasc.  Dig.  Laws,  arts.  1804, 180& 

Connell  v.  Chandler,  11  Texas,  249;  anU,  J  616. 

Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Vt  248. 

Frierson  v,  Wesberry,  11  Rich.  853. 

Claj^on  V,  Warden,  2  Bradf.  7. 

Becker  ».  Becker,  47  Barb.  499. 

Brigham  v.  Bash,  33  Barb.  596;  ante,  2  896. 
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tate  to  the  widow  when  it  does  not  exceed  a  given  value.^  Al- 
though the  Probate  Court  may  have  failed  to  discharge  this  diity^ 
the  widow  may  defend  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  account,  by  showing 
that  the  entire  estate  did  not  exceed  the  prescribed  value.* 

§  980.  How  soon  Application  mnst  be  made — In  New  Hamp- 
shire. —  The  better  opinion  is  that,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time 
for  which  this  temporary  allowance  was  intended,  an  sipplication 
to  have  it  set  apart  cannot  be  maintained.  Thus,  a  statute  direct- 
ing the  judge  of  probate  to  make  a  reasonable  allowance  to  the 
widow  out  of  the  personal  estate,  for  her  *' present  support," 
has  been  held  not  to  authorize  the  granting  of  such  an  .allowance 
after  the  lapse  otfouryears^  —  much  less  after  the  lapse  of  thirty 
years  —  from  the  death  of  the  husband.*  *'  Unless  there  be  good 
and  substantial  reasons  for  the  delay,  an  allowance  ought  to  be 
prayed  for  as  soon  as  the  inventory  of  the  estate  is  returned.  It 
is  frequently  necessary  to  sell  the  personal  property  at  once,  to 
prevent  waste  and  diminution  in  value,  especially  if  any  consid- 
erable portion  of  it  be  neat  stock,  or  animals  that  it  may  be  bad 
economy  to  keep.  Delay  in  making  the  application  will  often- 
times embarrass  and  retard  the  settlement  of  the  estate,  and  be 
injurious  to  all  that  may  be  interested  therein."*  A  delay  of 
twenty-five  days  after  the  return  of  the  inventory  was  not  unrea- 
sonable, where  a  part  only  of  the  personal  estate  had  been 
disposed  of  by  the  administrator  prior  to  the  application.® 

§  981.  In  Nortli  Carolina.  —  It  has  been  held  in  North  Caro- 
lina that  the  widow  must  apply  for  this  allowance  at  the  first 
term  of  the  court  of  probate  after  the  appointment  of  the  admin- 
istrator ;  since  it  is  indispensable  to  the  administrator  to  know 
what  is  the  amount  of  the  estate  in  his  hands  for  distribution 
before  he  can  plead  to  the  suit  of  a  creditor.^  A  petition  filed 
two  years  after  the  grant  of  letters  was  too  late.®     But,  subse- 

1  Ante,  §  904. 

'  Hampton  v.  Physick,  24  Ark.  561. 

»  Hubbard  v.  Wood,  16  N.  H.  74. 

•  Mathes  v.  Bennett,  21  N.  H.  201. 

^  Kingman  v,  Kingman,  81  N.  H.  187,  ptr  Eastman,  J. 

•  Ifyid. 

'  Gillespie  v,  Hymans,  4  Dev.  119. 

•  Ibid, 
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quently,  it  was  held  that  it  was  not  lapse  of  time  since  the  death 
of  the  husband,  but  lapse  of  time  since  the  grant  of  letters, 
which  supplies  the  test.  Therefore,  where  the  husband  died  in 
1860,  and  letters  were  not  taken  out  until  1868,  the  widow  had 
her  allowance  on  a  petition  filed  at  that  term.^ 

§  982.  In  Indiana.  —  Under  an  old  statute  of  Indiana  author- 
izing the  widow  to  *'  select,  at  the  time  of  valuation,  one  hundred 
dollars  in  value  of  the  personal  estate  of  her  deceased  husband, 
for  which  she  shall  not  be  required  to  account  in  any  manner 
whatever,"*  it  was  held  that  the  widow  must  make  her  selection 
before  the  sale  of  the  property  by  the  executor.  Said  the  court : 
**  It  is  the  widow's  privilege  to  select  for  her  own  use  one  hundred 
dollars'  worth  of  personal  property.  The  executor  or  adminis- 
trator is  not  bound  to  set  apart  and  tender  to  her  property  of  the 
requisite  amount.  The  articles  are  to  be  of  her  own  selection, 
and  if  she  does  not  select  before  they  have  passed  into  other 
hands,  she  must  be  presumed  to  have  waived  her  privilege.'** 

§  983.  In  Texas  the  duty  is  enjoined  by  statute  upon  the 
chief  justice  of  the  County  Court,  of  setting  apart  to  the  widow 
and  minor  children  a  ''  year's  support,"  at  the  first  term  of  court 
after  the  grant  of  letters  ;  and  this  duty  is  held  to  be  an  obliga- 
tion so  imperative  as  not  to  require  an  application  from  the 
widow,  though  such  an  application  is  proper,  in  order  to  afford 
him  the  requisite  information  ;  and  if  the  estate  has  been  sold  by 
the  administrator  without  such  an  allowance  being  made,  the 
widow  may  bring  up  the  proceedings  by  certiorari  to  the  District 
Court,  and  there  have  the  sale  set  aside  .^ 

§  984.  In  niinoisy  New  York,  and  Mississippi. — In  Illinois 
the  statutory  provision  that  all  demands  against  a  decedent's 
estate  not  presented  within  two  years  shall  be  forever  barred* 
does  not  embrace   the  "widow's  award."*     In  New  York  a 

1  Ex  parte  Rogers,  63  N.  C.  110. 
>  1  Rev.  Stat.  Ind.  1S8S,  p.  288,  {  10. 

*  Johnson  v,  Robertson,  7  Blackfl  425,  opinion  by  Sullivan,  J. 

*  Gonnell  o.  Chandler,  11  Texas,  249. 
»  Rev.  Stat  1874,  p.  116,  {  70,  cl.  7. 

*  Miner  o.  Miller.  82  HL  468. 
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learned  surrogate  has  held  that  if,  on  taking  the  inventory,  the 
property  directed  to  be  set  apart  to  minor  children  was  not  so 
a])portioned,  the  error  may  be  corrected  on  final  accounting,  and 
the  value  of  the  property  of  which  the  allowance  should  have 
consisted  will  be  allowed  the  executors  on  account  of  moneys  ad- 
vanced by  them  for  the  support  of  the  minors.^  In  Mississippi 
it  is  held  that  the  year's  provision  is  ''  a  claim  which  must  be  as- 
seiled  by  the  widow,  or  by  the  children  if  there  is  no  mother 
living,  before  it  can  be  authorized  by  the  court ;  "  but, ''  the  time 
for  asserting  the  claim  not  having  been  limited  by  the  statute  to 
the  ye^i  succeeding  the  decedent's  death,  or  to  any  particular 
time,  it  is  a  claim  demandable  at  any  period  before  the  final  set- 
tlement of  the  estate."  * 

§  985.  Second  Allowance.  —  It  may  often  happen  that  some 
allowance  must  be  made  for  the  immediate  relief  of  the  widow 
and  her  family,  before  the  judge  of  probate  has  had  the  opportu- 
nity of  determining  the  extent  of  the  allowance  which  the 
situation  of  the  widow  and  her  family,  the  value  of  the  property 
left  by  the  deceased  on  the  one  hand,  and  the  amount  of  the 
debts  on  the  other,  may  make  reasonable.  In  such  a  case,  in 
the  absence  of  any  restraining  statute,  the  power  in  the  probate 
judge  to  make  a  second  allowance  obviously  exists.*  In  Massa- 
chusetts the  widow  will  not  be  entitled  to  a  second  allowance 
unless  she  applies  for  it  before  the  administrator  has  exhausted 
the  personal  estate  in  the  payment  of  debts,  because  he  cannot 
recall  the  money  from  the  pockets  of  creditors,  nor  can  he  be 
compelled  to  pay  it  from  his  own  pocket,  nor  can  he  pay  it  from 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  real  estate ;  for,  under  another  statute,* 
any  sui*plus  of  the  proceeds  of  real  esUite  in  his  hands  after  the 
payment  of  debts  must  be  treated  as  real  estate,  and  disposed  of 
among  the  same  persons,  and  in  the  same  proportions,  as  the 
real  estate  itself  would  have  been  had  it  not  been  sold.^ 

»  Clayton  v.  WardeU,  2  Bradf.  7. 

s  HcNuIty  V.  Lewis,  S  Sined.  &  M.  52G. 

*  Hale  V.  Hale,  1  Gray,  621. 

«  Rev.  Stat.  1886,  ch.  71,  {  84 

ft  Hale  V.  Hale,  1  Gray,  622,  628. 
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§  986.  Setting  aside  Appraisement. — In  many  of  the  states 
the  statutes  relating  to  the  administration  of  estates  require  that 
appraisers  shall  be  appointed  by  the  judge  of  probate,  who  shall 
make  an  inventory  and  valuation  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
decedent,  and  shall  set  apart  for  the  use  of  the  widow  and  minor 
children,  or  both,  or  either,  their  temporary  allowance,  which  is 
generally  limited  as  to  value.^  These  appraisers  are  ministerial 
ofEcjrs,  over  whose  acts  the  court  has  a  general  superintending 
power .^  lu  New  York  their  judgment  as  to  the  value  of  the  ar- 
ticles set  apart  to  the  widow  may  be  revised  by  the  court ;  but  it 
seems  that  their  discretion  as  to  the  kind  of  ailicles  set  apart  is  con- 
clusive.* In  Illinois  the  County  Court  may  set  aside  the  appraise- 
ment bill  and  report  of  appraisers  making  out  and  certifying  to  the 
court  an  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  items  of  the  property  men- 
tioned in  the  statute  as  the  widow's  award;  but  it  cannot  modify 
the  appraisement  bill  or  appraisers'  estimate  of  the  value  of  the 
property,  and  substitute  its  own  judgment  for  that  of  the  ap- 
praisers.* The  Circuit  Court  cannot,  on  appeal,  exercise  any 
power  which  the  County  Court  could  not  have  exercised ;  it  can- 
not, therefore,  enter  a  judgment  allowing  the  widow  a  sum  in 
gross  less  than  the  amount  fixed  by  the  appraisers.* 

§  987.  Conclusiveness  of  Widow's  Election.  —  If  the  specific 
property  allowed  a  widow  has  been  regularly  appraised,  and,  in 
pursuance  of  the  statute,  she  elected  to  take  other  property  in 
lieu  thereof,  at  its  appraised  value,  she  cannot,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  afterwards  change  her  mind  and  have  a  larger  allowance.* 

»  Alabama  —  Code  1876,  J  2824.  Arkansas— Dig.  Stat  1874,  J  62.  Geoi^a— 
Code  1878,  {  2571.  Blinois — Rev.  Stat  1877,  ch.  8,  {  74.  Iowa  —  Code  1878,  {  2375. 
Kansas— Gen.  Stat  1868,  ch.  87,  {  49.  Michigan  — 2  Comp.  Laws  1871,  {  4291. 
Massachusetts— Gen.  Stat  1800,  ch.  96,  {  5.  Mississippi— Rev.  Code  1871,  {  1290. 
Nebraska— Gen.  Stat  1873,  ch.  17,  i  176.  New  York- 4  Edmonds'  Stat  at  Large, 
626,  2  2.  New  Hampshire  —  Gen.  Stat  1867,  ch.  183,  {  14.  North  Carolina— Bat- 
tels* Rev.,  ch.  117,  2  14.  Tennessee  —  2  Stat  1871,  {  2285.  Texas— 2  Pasc  Dig. 
Laws,  J  1305.  Vermont  — Gen.  Stat  (App.  1870),  880,  i  29.  Wisconsin— 2  Tay- 
lor's Stat  1208,  i  31. 

s  Applcgate  v.  Cameron,  2  Bradf.  119;  Miller  o.  Miller,  82  HI.  4d& 

'  Applegate  v.  Cameron,  9upr€t, 

*  Miller  v.  Miller,  supra. 
6  Ibid, 

•  Telford  ©.  Boggs,  68  111.  498. 
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§  988,  BeTOcation  of  Allowance.  —  Except  in  cases  where 
authority  to  revoke  his  decrees  is  conferred  by  statute,  where 
a  judge  of  probate  has  made  an  allowance  to  the  widow,  his 
decree  must  stand,  unless  it  is  reversed  or  reformed  on  appeal, 
or  is  adjudged  void  in  some  collateral  proceeding;  he  cannot 
revoke  it  himself  and  decree  a  smaller  allowance.^ 

§  989.  Rehearing  of  Application.  —  But  where  the  probate 
judge,  on  the  hearing  of  an  application  for  a  decree,  refuses  to 
pass  it  for  want  of  suflScient  evidence  that  it  ought  to  be  passed, 
such  refusal  does  not  prevent  him  from  passing  it  on  a  new  appli- 
cation, supported  by  the  requisite  evidence  of  its  expediency  and 
necessity.* 

§  990.  Appeal  from  Probate  Court.  —  The  discretion  vested 
in  the  judge  of  probate,  in  New  Hampshire,  as  to  the  widow's 
temporary  allowance,*  is  said  to  be  "a  legal  discretion,  to  be 
exercised  judiciously  and  discreetly,  subject  to  be  revised  and 
corrected  by  the  Supreme  Court,  as  the  supreme  couit  of  pro- 
bate."* The  general  rule  that  an  appellate  tribunal  will  not 
revise  the  decisions  of  an  inferior  court,  where  it  has  exercised 
a  legal  discretion,  does  not  apply,  in  New  Hampshire,  to  cases 
of  this  kind.  *'  The  appeal  has  the  effect  to  set  aside  the  decree 
and  to  carry  the  whole  case  to  this  court,  as  the  supreme  court 
of  probate,  for  decision,  where  it  is  to  be  heard,  examined,  and 
considered  precisely  as  it  should  have  been  in  the  court  below ; 
and  this  court  is  not  barred  by  any  legal  principle  to  consider 
any  question  which  could  properly  be  considered  in  the  ordinary 
court."*     The  same  rule  obtains  in  Maine,*  where  the  Supreme 

*  Fettee  v.  Wilmarth,  6  Allen,  144 ;  recognized  in  Richardson  v.  Hazelton,  101 
Mass.  106. 

*  Bucknam  o.  Phelps,  6  Mass.  448.  The  case  was,  however,  not  an  application  for 
widow's  allowance,  but  a  suggestion  of  insolvency.  But  the  principle  must  neces- 
sarily be  the  same  in  the  former  case  as  in  the  latter.  This  was  recognized  in  Pettee 
0.  Wilmarth,  aujjra ;  compare  Marsh  v,  McKenzie,  99  Mass.  64 ;  and,  for  an  ex- 
tensive discussion  of  the  power  of  Probate  Courts  to  correct  their  own  decrees,  see 
Waters  r.  Stickney,  12  Allen,  1. 

s  Ante,  2  948. 

*  Piper  c.  Piper,  84  N.  H.  667. 

*  Cummings  v.  Allen,  84  N.  H.  198. 

*  Cooper,  Petitioner,  19  Me.  260;  Tarbozv.  Fisher,  60  Me.  287;  Oilman  v.  Oilman, 
68  Me.  186. 
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Judicial  Court,  sitting  as  the  supreme  court  of  probate,  hears 
the  whole  case  upon  new  proofs  and  arguments,^  and  renders 
such  judgment  as  the  Probate  Court  ought  to  have  rendered.* 
In  the  meantime,  the  eflect  of  the  appeal  is  to  vacate  the  judg- 
ment below.^  Tlie  amount  of  the  judgment  thus  vacated  by 
appeal  may  be  increased  or  diminished,  or  it  may  remain  un- 
altered.* The  nile  is  the  same  where  both  parties  appeal;  in 
which  case  there  will  be  but  one  hearing,  upon  which  the  court 
will  finally  determine  the  rights  of  all  the  parties.*  The  appel- 
lant will,  however,  be  restricted  to  his  reasons  for  appeal.*  But 
the  appellee  is  under  no  such  restrictions ;  the  appeal  opens  the 
whole  case  to  him,  although  he  has  not  appealed,  and  he  may 
show  error  in  any  pait  of  the  decree,  and  have  it  corrected.^ 

§  991.  Continued.  —  In  Massachusetts,  under  the  system  of 
practice  established  in  1859,  any  party  aggrieved  by  any  order 
or  decree  of  a  single  judge  in  an  equity  or  probate  cause  has  the 
right  to  appeal  to  the  full  court,  upon  law  and  fact.®  All  infer- 
ences of  fact  and  questions  of  discretion,  as  well  as  of  strict  law, 
involved  in  the  decree  of  the  court  of  probate,  come  up,  on  appeal, 
for  decision.'  An  appeal  in  such  a  case  vacates  the  decree  of  the 
Probate  Court,  and  brings  the  whole  matter  up  for  hearing  de 
novo.^^  It  cannot  be  prosecuted  after  the  decree  of  the  Probate 
Court  has  been  executed  by  paying  the  amount  of  the  allowance 
over  to  the  widow."  But  in  Vermont  the  Supreme  Court  has 
no  general  jurisdiction  in  probate  matters  to  rehear  and  de- 
termine them  upon  their  merits ;    it  sits  merely  as  a  court  of 

^  Gilman  v.  Gilmaiii  58  Me.  191. 
«  Ibid. 
»  Ibid, 

*  Ibid, 

*  Ibid, 

*  Ibid, ;  Bean  v,  Burleigh,  4  N.  H.  660;  Boynton  v.  Dyer,  18  Pick.  1. 

'  Gilman  r.  Gilman,  supra;  Boynton r. Dyer,  supra;  Washburn  t>.  Waahhum,  10 
Pick.  376;  Willey  v,  Thompson,  9  Mete  829;  WendeU  v,  French,  19  N.  H.  206; 
TwitcheU  r.  Smith,  86  N.  H.  49 ;  Patrick  v,  Cowles,  46  N.  H.  668. 

«  Stat  1869,  ch.  287,  l\  2,  4,  6;  Gen.  Stat.  1860,  ch.  118,  {J  8,  10,  14,  21;  G^en. 
Stat.  1860,  ch.  117,  J  14;  Wright  v,  Wright,  18  AUen,  209.  The  case  of  Higbee  v. 
Bacon,  11  Pick.  428,  was  decided  before  this  change  in  procedure  took  place. 

•  Wright  V,  Wright,  supra, 

»  Hale  V.  Hale,  1  Gray,  622.    See  Paine  v.  Gowdin,  17  Pick.  142. 

H  Ibid, 
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error,  the  same  as  in  cases  at  common  law.^  Hence,  **  in  regard 
to  the  amount  of  the  widow's  allowance,  that  is  a  matter  rest- 
ing altogether  in  the  discretion  of  the  Probate  Court,  or  of  the 
County  Court  upon  appeal,  and  not  ordinarily  subject  to  revision 
in  this  couH  on  exceptions,  the  case  coming  here  only  as  upon 
appeal  or  writ  of  error."* 

§  992.  Action  for  by  Widow.  — The  widow  may  have  her  ac- 
tion against  the  executor  or  administrator  for  refusing  to  set 
apart  her  allowance.*  If,  by  statute  or  judicial  construction,  the 
right  is  made  to  depend  upon  a  demand  and  selection  by  the 
widow  and  an  appraisement  by  the  administrator,  the  widow  will 
not  be  able  to  maintain  trespass;^  but  if  the  statute  vests  the 
property  in  the  widow  unconditionally,  as  by  descent  cast,  and 
wholly  excludes  it  from  administration,  she  may  maintain  trover 
for  it  against  the  administrator;*  or,  if  the  administrator  has 
converted  it  into  money,  she  may  bring  assumpsit  for  it  for 
money  had  and  received  to  her  use ;  *  and  iinder  a  Tennessee 
statute  by  which  the  articles  were  "  secured  to  the  widow,*'  and 
which  declared  that  they  **  shall  not  go  to  the  executor  or  ad- 
ministrator," she  is  not  required,  in  order  to  maintain  trover,  to 
make  any  demand,  or  to  offer  to  select  the  articles  secured  to  her.^ 
If  property  exempt  to  the  widow  has  been  sold  by  the  adminis- 
trator on  a  credit,  and  a  note  taken  therefor,  and  the  widow  has 
got  possession  of  the  note  against  the  will  of  the  administrator, 
this  action  on  her  part  is  equivalent  to  a  ratification  of  the  act  of 
the  administrator,  and  estops  her  from  maintaining  her  action.* 

I  Holmes  o.  Estate  of  Holmes,  26  Y t  686 ;  Boyden  «.  Ward,  88  Y t  688. 
s  Heirs  of  Sawyer  v.  Sawyer,  28  Yt  249,  per  Bedfleld,  0.  J. 

*  Curd  V.  Curd,  9  Humph.  171 ;  Drew  v.  Gordon,  18  Allen,  120 ;  Storer  v.  Storer 
6  Mass.  890;  Oompher  o.  Compher,  26  Fa.  St  84;  Neely  v.  McOormick,  26  Pa.  St 
266 ;  Lyman  v,  Byam,  88  Fa.  St  476. 

^  Neely  o.  McGormick,  supra, 

*  Curd  V.  Curd,  supra, 

*  Neely  o.  McOormack,  wpra. 
'  Curd  V.  Curd,  supra. 

*  Johnson  v.  Perkins,  67  Teon.  867. 
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Note.  —  The  references  are  to  the  seotionB. 


ABANDONMENT.    See  Dedication  ;  Alienation. 
of  family,  temporarily,  by  housekeeper,  67. 
of  family  by  wife,  73-78. 

whether  alienation  of  undivided  interest  in  homestead  constitutes,  189. 
of  the  homestead,  268-287. 

general  view  as  to,  268. 

degree  of  proof  required  to  show  intention  to  abandon,  264. 

a  question  of  fact,  266. 

how  far  a  question  of  intent,  266. 

intention  to  return  must  be  formed  when  removal  occurs,  267. 

repossession  after,  267. 

must  be  actual,  and  not  merely  intentional,  268. 

declarations  of  debtor,  how  far  evidence  of  intent,  269-271. 

circumstances  under  which  declaration  is  made  must  be  considered,  271. 

duration  of  absence,  how  far  evidence  o^  272. 

of  possession  to  a  tenant,  278-275. 

by  coercion  of  husband,  276. 

desertion  of  home  by  husband,  277. 

and  desertion  by  wife,  278. 

acquisition  of  new  homestead,  evidence  of,  279-282. 

to  constitute,  removal  must  be  voluntary,  288. 

removal  presumptive  evidence  o^  284. 

degree  of  proof  to  establish,  286. 

illustrations — facts  establishing,  286. 

illustrations — facts  not  suflQicient  tb  establish,  287. 
effect  of,  after  void  sale  or  mortgage  of  homestead,  488-488. 
of  homestead  in  New  Hampshire,  effect  of,  on  rights  of  wife,  604,  60S. 

ABSCONDING  DEBTOR, 
right  of,  to  homestead  and  exemption,  95-97. 

ACCOUNT, 
action  of,  between  debtor  and  purchaser  of  excess,  682. 

ACKNOWLEDGMENT.    See  Dedication  ;  Conveyance. 

ACTIONS.    See  Remedies  and  Procedure. 
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ADJOINING  LOTS, 
whether  homestead  may  consist  of,  125-129,  14& 

ADMINISTRATION, 
homestead  not  subject  to,  546. 

ADMINISTRATOR.    See  Parties. 
exempt  property,  on  death  of  husband,  does  not  "pass  to,  546,  784,  898. 
duty  of,  touching  widow's  year's  support,  947. 
action  against,  for  refiising  year's  support,  992. 

AGENT, 
whether  can  sue  for  debtor's  chattel  exemption,  870-872. 

AGRICULTURE, 
meaning  of  expression,  "person  engaged  in,"  774,  775. 

ALABAMA, 
effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  431. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  556. 
right  of  children  and  heirs  to  homestead  in,  572. 
right  of  debtor  to  select  homestead  in,  660. 
sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  662. 
right  to  sell  exempt  property  in,  789. 

effect  of  statute  in,  requiring  affidavit  of  debtor  claiming  exemption,  886ii 
widow's  allowance  in,  when  she  has  separate  means  of  support,  967. 

ALIEN. 

entitled  to  homestead,  when,  90. 

ALIENATION.    See  Conveyanob.  * 
of  an  undivided  interest,  whether  destroys  homestead,  189. 
power  of,  of  the  homestead,  452-461. 

exemption  privilege  not  alienable,  452. 

statutes  of  exemption  do  not  restrain  alienation  without  express  words  to  thai 
effect,  453. 

early  law,  that  sale  of  homestead  constituted  abandonment^to  general  creditors,  454. 

general  rule  otherwise,  455. 

power  to  mortgage  homestead,  456-460. 

whether  sale  under  mortgage  is  a  forced  sale,  458. 

in  niinois,  sale  by  master  to  foreclose  mortgage  a  forced  sale,  459. 

alienation  not  restrained  by  Nebraska  statute,  460. 

words  ** mortgage,"  "release,"  "waive,"  in  statutes,  do  not  restrain  sale,  461. 
gtatutory  restraint  upon  alienation  of  the  homestead,  465-424. 

statutory  provisions,  465. 

constitutionality  of  legislative  restraint  upon,  466. 

rules  of  restriction  applicable  to  what  estate,  467. 

in  what  cases  rules  of  restriction  do  not  apply,  468. 

conveyance  to  secure  privileged  debt,  469. 

restrictions  cannot  be  evaded  by  husband,  470. 

but  husband  has  power  to  lease  homestead,  471. 

if  the  homestead  has  not  been  selected,  what,  472. 

conveyance  to  wife  and  children  not  an  alienation,  478. 

conveyance  by  husband  alone  void,  474. 

conveyances  which  flow  from  this  view,  475. 
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but  void  only  as  to  homestead  in  fact  and  value,  476,  477. 

reason  of  the  rule,  478. 

proceeding  to  subject  excess  conveyed,  479-481. 

proceeding  in  such  case  to  recover  or  defend  homestead,  482. 

void  sale  validated  by  subsequent  abandonment,  488-487. 

void  mortgage  validated  by  subsequent  abandonment,  487. 

void  sale,  abandonment,  and  subsequent  death  of  husband,  488. 

effect  of  subsequent  death  of  wife  after  void  sale  or  mortgage,  489. 

effect  of  subsequent  death  of  both  husband  and  wife.  490. 

specific  performance  of  husband's  contract  of  sale,  491. 

husband  liable  in  damages  for  breach  of  such  contract,  491. 

sale  void  only  when  premises  used  tis  homestead  at  the  time  contract  is  made,  491. 

rights  of  conflicting  alienees,  492,  498. 

remedy  of  junior  mortgagee,  498.  * 

statutory  restraints  upon,  in  Massachusetts,  495,  498. 

terms  of  the  statute,  495. 

nature  of  the  estate  thus  created,  496.  , 

not  an  exemption  of  the  fee,  497. 

vendible  Dy  husband  without  consent  of  wife,  498. 
statutory  restraints  upon,  in  New  Hampshire,  500-507. 

nature  of  the  right  of  homestead  in  this  state,  500,  501. 

inchoate  homestead  not  assignable  without  consent  of  wife,  600. 

but  husband's  deed  an  estoppel  during  life  of  wife,  502,  508. 

after  husband's  death  widow  may  have  assignment,  508. 

this  right  not  impaired  by  abandonment^  504-506. 

sale  of  part  of  homestead  by  husband  concludes  widow,  506,  507. 
statutory  restraint  upon,  in  Vermont,  508-511. 

terms  of  the  early  statute,  508. 

nature  of  the  right  thus  conferred,  509. 

terms  of  the  later  statute,  510. 

effect  of  husband's  sole  deed,  511. 
gtatutory  restraint  upon,  in  California,  518-518. 

nature  of  homestead  estate,  518-516. 

homestead  in  California  ai;  estate  of  joint  tenancy,  518. 

this  doctrine  denied  in  later  cases,  514. 

but  reenacted  by  statute^  515. 

subsequent  views  of  courts,  516. 

resulting  doctrine  of  the  courts.  516. 

effect  of  sole  deed  of  Jiusband,  517. 

sale  of  reversion  after  termination  of  homestead  estate,  518. 
gtatutory  restraint  upon,  in  Q^oigia,  520-524. 

homestead*  how  dedicated,  520. 

terms  of  statute  making  restraint  upon  power  to  sell,  521. 

nature  of  ordinary's  duties  in  acknowledging  deed,  522. 

power  of  husband  to  sell  or  mortgage  without  consent  of  wife,  528. 

absolute  conveyance,  and  bond  to  reconvey,  524. 
of  exempt  property,  788-751. 

right  to  sell  exempt  property,  738,  789. 

sale  without  delivery,  when  effective,  740. 

restraint  upon  husband's  power  to  sell  without  consent  of  wife,  under  Ohio 
statute,  748. 
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ALIENATION—  Continued, 
under  Indiana  statute,  744. 

ALLOTMENT.    See  Tear's  Support. 
of  homestead  to  widow  and  heirsi  615-622. 
of  homestead  on  execution  sale,  666-678. 

ALLOWANCE.    See  Year's  Support. 

ANCILLARY  ADMINISTRATION, 
how  affects  widow's  right  of  year's  support,  946. 

ANIMALS.    See  Domestic  Animals. 

ANTECEDENT  DEBTS, 
debts  and  liens  subsisting  prior  to  taking  effect  of  exemption  laws  not  subject  to 

operation  of  such  laws,  291-297. 
no  exceptions 'to  this  rule,  10,  291. 
North  Carolina  homestead  law  not  retroactive,  292. 
recent  views  of  Supreme  Court  of  Tennessee,  293. 
applications  of  laws  saving  debts  contracted  before  passage,  294-296^ 
where  judgment  is  on  itemized  account,  295. 
where  suit  is  on  a  delivery  bond,  296. 
date  of  taking  effect  of  statute,  297. 
debts  created  prior  to  the  acquisition  of  homestead,  299-816. 
statutory  provisions,  nnd  their  design,  299. 
accrual  of  homestead  right  in  Vermont  and  Missouri,  300. 
policy  of  rule  in  Vermont  and  Missouri,  300. 
change  of  homestead  by  selling  and  repurchasing,  301,  802. 
time  allowed  debtor  to  change,  3Q3. 
debts  contracted  pending  change,  308,  804. 
rule  in  Missouri,  804. 
purchase  of  homestead  by  insolvent,  305-810. 

conflicting  decisions,  80'j. 

rule  in  California  and  Illinois,  306,  807. 

rule  in  Texas,  308. 

marrj'ing  to  defeat  creditors,  808. 

fraudulent  acquisition  of  homestead,  809. 

analogous  to  fraudulent  conveyances,  310. 
effect  of  changing  form  of  indebtedness,  811-315. 

renewal  of  notes  and  mortgages,  311. 

if  higher  security  is  taken,  what,  312. 

note  given  for  simple  contract  debt,  313. 

contract  reviving  debt  barred  by  statute,  814. 

effect  of  rule  upon  sureties,  316. 

wife's  ante-nuptial  debts,  316. 
as  to  liens  subsisting  prior  to  time  when  premises  become  impressed  with  home- 
stead character.    See  Lien's. 

APPEAL, 
from  judgments  of  Probate  Court  touching  homestead,  619. 
from  judgment  of  ordinary  alloting  homestead  in  Georgia,  672. 
right  in,  to  show  date  of  contracting  debt  by  proof  aliunde,  711. 

APPKAISEES.    See   Remedies   and  Procedure;   Execution;    Chattel   Ex- 

SMPTION. 
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APPRAISEMENT, 
of  widoVs  exemption  in  Pennsylvnniii,  918,  919. 

practice  in  allotment  of  homestead  ut  execution  and  foreclosure  sale,  666  ti  »eg. 
conclusiveness  of,  667,  668,  919.  • 

second  appraisement,  865. 

ARKANSAS, 
rights  of  children  and  heirs  to  homestead  in,  676. 

Aims. 

policy  and  construction  of  statutes  exempting  horses  and  equipment  of  militia  men, 
791,  792. 

ASS. 
is  a  horse,  800. 

ASSIGNMENT.    See  Fbaxtd. 

ASSIGNEE, 
exempt  property  does  not  pass  to,  784. 

ATTACHMENT.    See  ErECurioN ;  Gabkibhmint  ;  Ltknb. 
liens  of,  upon  the  homestead,  401. 
judgment  in,  does  not  conclude  homestead,  727. 

AWARD.    See  Yeab's  Suppobt. 

BACHELOR.    See  Family. 

BAILEE, 
whether  can  sue  for  debtor's  chattel  exemption,  870-872. 

BANKRUPT  ACT.    See  Pabtnibship. 

BANKRUPTCY.    See  Judgments  ;  Pabtnbbship  ;  Remedies  and  Pbocsditbk. 
does  not  dissolve  liens  upon  homestead,  400-4Q2. 

BEASTS  OF  THE  PLOW. 
when  exempt  from  distress  at  common  law,  765. 

BENTON,  SENATOR, 
comments  on  homestead  laws,  1. 

BELL  IN  EQUITY.    See  Remedies  and  Pbocedube. 

BURDEN  OF  PROOF, 
in  actions  touching  the  homestead,  701. 

necessity  of  the  exemption  under  certain  statutes  must  be  shown,  796,  879. 
upon  person  asserting  right  of  exemption,  879. 

BUSINESS-HOUSE, 
whether  may  constitute  a  homestead,  184,  139. 

CALIFORNIA, 
unmarried  woman  with  illegitimate  child,  right  of  homestead  in,  68. 
law  as  to  what  is  the  homestead,  105,  109-111. 

views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  homestead  in  estates  in  common,  184. 
law  of,  as  to  declaration  of  the  homestead,  284. 
wife's  acknowledgment  of  declaration  in,  286. 
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CALIFORNIA  —  Continued. 
right  of  insolvent  to  purchase  homestead  in,  803,  807. 
statutory  restraint  upon  alienation  in,  518-618. 
homestead  of  sufviving  wife  in,  591. 
setting  off  homestead  in,  in  case  of  foreclosure  sale,  678. 

CART, 
meaning  oC  810. 

CERTIORARI 
to  revise  judgment  of  Probate  Court  touching  homestead,  619. 

CHANGE  OP  HOMESTEAD, 
effect  of,  on  existing  liens,  820^22. 

CHATTEL  EXEMPTION, 
general  incidents  of,  730-761. 

statutes  as  to,  how  construed,  781. 

good  faith  required  of  debtor,  782. 

by  what  law  governed,  738. 

wife's  ante-nuptial  debts,  what  law  governs  as  to,  788. 

does  not  pass  to  receiver,  assignee,  or  administrator,  734 

effect  of  possession  of  other  property,  736. 

execution  not  a  lien  upon,  786. 

lien  of  execution  on,  how  affected  by  subsequent  marriage,  787 

right  of  debtor  to  sell,  738,  789. 

partial  sale,  no  estoppel,  740. 

mortgage  of  exempt  chattels,  741. 

enforcing  lien  of  mortgagee  or  pledgee  upon  exempt  property,  742. 

restraint  upon  husband's  power  to  sell  without  consent  of  wife,  748,  744. 

voluntary  exchange  of  exempt  property  for  property  not  exempt,  745-747. 

exchange  of  exempt  property  after  allotment,  747. 

how  in  case  of  involuntarv  conversion,  748-761. 

insurance  money  of  exempt  property,  760,  784. 
of  tools  and  stock  in  trade,  766-771. 

rule  of  the  common  law,  766. 

expensive  machinery,  756. 

printing-press,  757. 

Baw-mills,  757. 

threshing-machine,  767. 

how  when  debtor  has  several  employments,  758. 

how  in  case  of  kindred  employments,  769. 

employment  in  which  the  debtor  is  wholly  or  principally  engaged,  760. 

effect  of  temporary  cessation  fh)m  business,  761. 

business  of  a  contractor,  762. 

business  of  a  dentist,  768. 

whether  lawyer  entitled  to,  768,  764. 

stock  in  trade  of  merchant,  765. 

of  merchant-tailor,  766. 

whether  applies  to  unlawful  trade,  767. 

furniture  of  merchant,  768. 

piano  of  music^teacher,  769. 

horse  of  a  tanner,  770. 

fisherman's  net  and  boat,  771. 
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CHATTEL  EXEMPTION— am«7iM«rf. 
applicable  to  particular  employments,  778-778. 

"  teamster/'  who  is  a,  within  meaning  of  the  statute,  778. 

person  "engaged  in  agriculture,"  774,  776. 

physician's  horae  and  buggy,  776,  777. 

horse  of  female  physician,  777. 

owner  of  homestead,  whether  tenant  for  years  is,  778L 
of  earnings,  salaries,  and  choses  in  action,  780-784. 

"earnings,'*  780. 

salaries  of  public  officers,  781. 

garnishment  of  wages,  782. 

choses  in  action,  783. 

insurance  monev,  784. 
of  particular  chattels,  786-817. 

"  necessary  wearing  apparel,"  786i 

ornaments,  786. 

clothing  for  Sunday,  787. 

expensive  apparel,  788. 

unmanufactured  jcloth,  789. 

bags,  790. 

arms  and  equipments,  791,  792. 

policy  and  construction  of  statutes  allowing  such,  791, 792. 

"  household  furniture,"  794. 

"necessary  household  furniture,"  796. 

necessity  must  be  shown,  796. 

i\irniture  of  boarding-house  keeper.  797. 

piano-forte,  798. 

ass  —  "horse,  mule,  or  yoke  of  oxen,"  800. 

"oxen,"  "horses,"  or  "mules"— stallion,  80L 

"work-horse,"  colt,  stallion,  802. 

calves —  "  cows  "  or  "  oxen,"  808. 

two  cows,  one  mortgaged  or  leased,  804. 

"team"  includes  what,  805,  806. 

what  debtor  must  show  as  to  "team,"  806. 

"horse"  includes  saddle,  etc.,  807. 

"wagon"  includes  what,  809. 

"cart,"  810. 

things  ''necessary  for  upholding  life,"  812. 

"necessary  food"  — necessary  for  how  long,  818. 

necessary  food  for  stock,  814. 

provisions  for  family  use,  815. 

"necessary  vegetables"  —  ungathered  crops,  816. 

manufactured  cloth,  817. 
claiming  and  selecting  debtor's,  820-867. 

in  case  of  levy  of  execution  or  attachment    See  ExsCfUTion. 

in  case  of  garnishment  proceedings.    See  G-arnibhmxi9T. 

actions  to  protect  debtor's.    See  Remedies  and  Prooedubb. 
of  the  widow  and  orphan's,  895-929. 

husband's  exemption  passes  to  widow  and  children,  896. 

incidents  of  the  widow's  right  of  exemption,  897. 

does  not  pass  to  administrator,  898. 

50 
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CHATTEL  BXEMPTION— Cbn^nucrf. 

widow's  right  under  Mississippi  statute,  899-902. 

whether  widow  is  ahsolute  owner,  908. 

appraisement  and  selection  by  widow,  when  necessary,  904. 

statutes  under  which  whole  estate  vests  in  widow,  90& 

duty  of  appraisers  and  administrators,  906. 

husband's  "  wearing  apparel,'*  907. 

widow's  paraphernalia,  908. 

widow's  chattel  exemption  in  Pennsylvania  909-920. 

of  widow,  called  homestead,  in  Louisiana,  922-928. 

CHILDREN,    dee  Judgment  ;  Chattel  Ezemftioit. 
independent  rights  o^  touching  homestead,  48. 
conveyance  of  homestead  by  husband  to  wife  and,  478. 
rights  of,  and  heirs  to  homestead,  569-679. 

substantive  rights  of  infant,  669. 

separate  rights  of  widow  and,  670. 

rights  of  surviving  husband  against,  671,  672. 

right  of  adult  heirs  to  partition,  578. 

in  North  Carolina,  right  not  dependent  upon  indigence  of  children,  577. 

but  dep>endB  upon  indebtedness  of  father,  578. 

not  lost  by  failure  of  guardian  ad  litem  to  claim,  579. 
remedies  of  minor  children  to  recover  homestead,  621,  622. 
rights  of,  as  to  exempt  property  in  Pennsylvania,  915. 

rights  of  step-children  in  such  case,  916. 
rights  of,  under  statute  providing  for  allowance  to  widow  and  orphan,  957-962. 

child  in  ventre  aa  mere^  960.  • 

children  of  different  marriages,  961. 

step-children,  962. 

CHOSES  IN  ACTION. 
whether  may  be  assigned  to  debtor  as  exempt,  788. 

CITIZEN, 
interpretation  of  word,  in  exemption  laws,  90. 

CITIES, 
enlarging  boundaries  o(  how  affects  vested  rights.  18. 

COMMON  LAW.    See  Chattel  Exemption. 
Under,  judgment-creditor's  rights,  2,  note  1. 

CONCEALMENT, 
effect  of,  by  debtor  at  execution  sale,  849. 

CONFLICT  OF  LAWS, 
extra-territorial  force  of  exemption  laws,  20-28. 
effect  of  exemption  laws  upon  Federal  process,  24-29. 

CONSTITUTION.    See  Constitutional  Law;  Homestead;  Construction. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  LAW. 
retroactive  exemption  laws  unconstitutional,  10,  11,  291-298. 
effect  of  declaring  such  laws  unconstitutional,  12. 

power  of  Legislature  to  enlarge  or  diminish  homestead  guaranteed  by  Constitution, 
18-17. 
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OONSTTTUTIONAL  LAW— Continued. 
power  of  Legislature  to  change  rural  to  town  homestead,  18, 14. 
statutes  increasing  constitutional  homesteads  valid,  15. 
statutes  diminishing  constitutional  homesteads  void,  16. 
effect  of  constitutional  provision^  directory  to  Legislature,  17. 
courts  cannot  conyert  constitutional  homestead  into  money,  114. 
courts  will  protect  homestead  guaranteed  hy  Constitution  until  Legislature  can 

act,  116. 
statute  restraining  alienation  of  homestead  may  be  retroactive,  298. 

CONSTRUCTION.    See  Exemption  Laws  ;  Inteeprbtatiok. 
of  exemption  laws  must  be  liberal,  4,  7,  781. 
strict  in  Minnesota  and  Louisiana,  5,  6. 
must  not  be  literal,  when,  8. 
of  statutes  not  retroactive  unless  intended,  9, 10. 
if  retroactive,  unconstitutional,  10-12. 
where  there  are  several  successive  statutes  of  exemption,  19. 
of  Wisconsin  statute  as  to  removal  from  homestead,  282. 

of  statutes  making  homestead  not  exempt  from  judgments  in  actions  ex  delicto^  881. 
of  statutes  giving  chattel  exemption  must  be  liberal,  781. 
of  word  "teamster"  in  statute  of  exemption,  778. 
of  the  term  "owner"  of  homestead,  778. 
of  statute  exempting  arms  and  equipments,  791,  792. 
of  statutes  giving  widows  and  orphans  year's  support  must  be  liberal,  986l 

CONTRACTOR. 

business  of^  not  a  trade,  occupation,  or  profession,  762. 

CONVERSION, 
effect  of  involuntary,  of  debtor's  exempt  property,  748-761. 

CONVEYANCE.    See  Alienation. 
of  homestead,  how  made,  626-634. 
effect  of  sole  deed  of  wife,  626. 
effect  of  separate  deeds  of  husband  and  wife,  627. 
effect  of  failure  to  waive  homestead  in  express  terms,  628-581. 
form  of  certificate  of  acknowledgment,  682. 
impeachment  of  wife's  acknowledgment,  688,  684. 
quantum  of  proof  required  to  impeach,  684. 

COSTS, 
judgment  for,  in  actions  for  torts  privileged  against  exemption  laws,  883. 

CO-TENANTS.    See  Tenants  cn  Common. 

COURTS, 
cannot  exempt  money  in  lieu  of  homestead,  114. 
but  will  protect  right  until  Legislature  can  act,  116. 

CREDITORS, 
proceedings  by,  to  subject  excess  over  homestead  exemption,  709. 
proceedings  by,  to  enforce  demand  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  349-368. 
effect  upon,  of  taking  dividends  in  insolvency,  711. 

marshaling  assets  between  different  classes  of,  where  homestead  right  intervenes^ 
718. 

CREDITOR'S  BELL. 
whether  decree  under,  concludes  right  of  homestead,  726. 
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DAMAGES. 

measure  o^  in  actions  fbr  wrongfully  selling  exempt  chattels,  891. 

DEBTS.    See  Privileqbd  Dkbts. 

DEBTOR.    See  Judicial  Salb. 

DECLAKATION.    See  Dedication;  Semedies  asd  PBOGEDxnuL 

DEDICATION, 
methods  of  dedication  of  the  homestead,  280. 
by  declaration,  281-236. 

statutory  provisions  as  to  declaration  of  the  homestead,  281. 

declaration  in  the  absence  of  statute,  282. 

occupancy  necessary  as  in  other  cases,  288. 

necessity  of  declaration  in  California,  284. 

homestead  preexisting  before  filing  of  declaration,  284. 

acknowledgment  of  declaration  by  Mrife  in  California,  285. 

declaration  under  statute  of  Maine,  286. 
by  occupancy,  240-260. 

meaning  and  use  of  the  term  "  occupancy,"  240. 

distinguished  from  **' possession,"  and  must  be  actual,  241. 

occupancy  by  widow  and  orphan  children  need  not  be  actual,  242,  248. 

occupancy  must  be  concurrent  with  declaration,  244. 

reason  for  requiring  actual  occupancy,  245. 

must  be  co-ezistent  with  accrual  of  adverse  right,  246. 

exceptions  where  intention  equivalent  to  actual  occupancy — changing  home* 
stead,  247-249. 

effect  of  disclaimer  of  intention  to  occupy  where  there  is  actual  occupancy,  250. 

doctrine  of  intention  to  occupy  illustrated,  251. 

doctrine  discussed,  252. 

occupancy  must  be  permanent,  258. 

but  need  not  be  continuous,  254. 

must  be  personal,  and  not  by  tenant,  255. 

occupancy  by  tenant  in  common,  256. 

must  be  occupied  as  a  home,  257. 

and  by  the  family,  258-260. 

whether  actual  occupancy  of  both  husband  and  wife  is  necessary,  268,  250. 

conclusion — actual  occupancy  by  head  of  family  sufficient^  260. 
of  homestead  in  Georgia,  520. 

DEFENSES.    See  Remedies  ajnd  Pbooedurs. 

DEED.    See  Conyeyanob. 

DELIVERY  BOND, 
not  a  contract,  but  a  process,  296. 
giving  of,  does  not  estop  debtor  fW)m  claiming  exemption,  840. 

DEMAND. 

whether  debtor  must  make,  at  judicial  sale,  689-646. 

necessity  of  previous,  before  suing  for  partition  of  homestead,  688. 

DENTIST, 
tools  of,  exempt  as  mechanical  tools,  768. 

DEVISE, 
of  the  homestead  by  husband,  544. 
of  the  homestead  by  wife,  545. 


INDEX.  789 

DISCO VERTTJRB.    See  Pabties;  Jubqmxkt. 

DISCLAIMER, 
of  intention  to  occupy  homestead,  260. 

DIVESTITURE, 
of  the  homestead  by  contract,  440-584.    See  Waiter  ;  Alibnation  ;  Conysyakcb. 
of  the  homestead  by  act  of  law.    See  Judicial  Sale. 

DIVORCE. 

homestead  not  lost  by,  78-80. 

homestead  given  to  wife  where  divorced  for  drunkenness,  8L 

of  wife,  with  custody  of  children,  82. 

effect  of,  on  widow's  exemption  in  Missouri,  84. 

rights  of  judgment-creditors  in  case  of,  85. 

• 

DOMESTIC  ANIMALS, 
constructions  of  statutes  exempting  from  execution  certain,  «00-R07. 
ass  exempt  under  statute  exempting  "horse,  mule,  or  yoke  oi  oxen,"  800. 
mule  exempt  as  a  horse,  800. 
ox  exempt  as  a  yoke  of  oxen,  800. 
stallion,  whether  exempt  in  hands  of  farmer,  800-802. 
calves  embraced  in  the  exemption  of  "cows  and  oxen,"  803. 
'*team"  embraces  single  horse,  805. 
"horse"  embraces  saddle,  etc,  807. 

DOWER, 
effect  of  fraudulent  conveyance  upon  the  right  of,  405-407. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by,  555,  556. 
homestead  and,  in  the  same  premises,  555. 

EARNINGS.    See  Wages. 

EJECTMENT, 
orphan  children  may  maintain,  to  recover  homestead,  622. 
lies  to  recover  homestead,  685. 
right  of  homestead  a  defense  to,  686. 

ELECTION.    See  Remedies  and  Procedure;  Chattel  Exemption. 
by  debtor  of  exempt  property  on  execution  sale.    See  Execution. 
right  of,  by  widow  in  case  of  devise  of  homestead,  544. 
right  of^  of  widow  to  take  exempt  chattels  or  provision  in  will,  911. 
right  of,  of  widow  to  take  under  will  or  allowance.    See  Year's  Support. 

EQUITABLE  ESTATE, 
will  support  right  of  homestead,  170-178. 
scope  of  the  rule,  171,  172. 

EQUITY.    See  Vendor's  Preference. 
remedy  in,  to  protect  or  recover  homestead,  680,  681. 
grounds  of  equity  jurisdiction,  681, 

ESTATE, 
what,  necessary  to  support  right  of  homestead,  164-189. 
how  answered  upon  principle,  165,  166. 
right  of  homestead  no  defense  against  paramount  title,  167. 

ESTATES  IN  COMMON.    See  Tenants  in  Common. 
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ESTOPPEL.    See  Waitkk;  Vkndoe's  Prsfxrknce. 
by  failing  to  claim  exemption  at  execution  sale,  822-^28. 

how  in  case  of  concurrent  and  successive  executions,  825. 

in  case  of  property  attached,  826. 

in  case  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  827. 

in  case  of  proceedings  supplemental  to  execution,  828. 
failing  to  claim  exempted  money  of  sheriff  does  not  work,  888. 
whether  giving  of  delivery  bond  constitutes,  840. 
whether  making  of  agreement  by  debtor  as  to  sale  constitutes,  841. 
whether  deception  by  debtor  woi^  842. 

EYIDENGE.    See  Abakdonmekt;  Rsmsdixs  and  Procbdubx. 
proof  of  insolvency,  623,  672. 

whether  judgment  lien  can  be  extended  by  proof  aliunde,  729. 
whether  time  of  contracting  debt  may  be  shown  on  appeal  by  proof  aliunde,  71L 
declarations  of,  of  intent  as  to  leaving  home,  887. 
and  as  to  abandonment  of  homestead,  26$^271. 
proof  of  official  character,  888. 
proof  of  value,  890. 

EXCHANGE, 
effect  of  voluntary,  of  exempt  for  non-exempt  property,  746-747. 

EXCHANGE  OF  SECURITIES, 
effect  of,  upon  vendor's'-preference,  859-861. 

EXECUTION.    See  Chattel  Exemption. 
against  land  a  statutory  remedy  merely,  2,  8. 
English  statutes  giving  execution  against  land,  8. 
no  exemption  where  levy  of,  for  partnership  debts,  208. 
sale  of  land  under,  subject  to  right  of  homestead,  625-636. 
claiming  the  homestead  at  such  sale,  6o9-646. 
right  of  debtor  to  select  homestead  at  such  sale,  643-654. 
proceeding  to  allot  homestead  at  such  sale,  666-678. 
a  lien  upon  exempt  chattels,  736. 
claiming  and  selecting  debtor's  chattel  exemption  on  levy  of,  or  attachment^  82(V-860l 

exemption  a  personal  privilege,  which  must  be  claimed,  820. 

duty  of  levying  officers,  821. 

estoppel  by  failing  to  claim  at  sale  on,  822. 

application  of  rule  of  estoppel  to  sales  of  exempt  property,  828,  824^ 

how  in  case  of  concurrent  and  successive  executions,  825. 

how  in  case  of  property  atttiched,  826. 

how  in  case  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  827. 

how  in  case  of  proceeding  supplemental  to  execution,  828. 

who  may  claim  the  benefit  of  exemption,  829. 

what  will  excuse  failure  to  claim,  830. 

duty  of  selecting,  831. 

debtor  must  elect  what  goods  to  take,  882. 

when  selection  unnecessarv,  838. 

manner  of  claiming  and  selecting,  834. 

claim  and  selection  may  be  made  by  parol,  886. 

effect  of  statute  requiring  affidavit,  836,  887. 

defect  in  affidavit  and  inventory,  837. 

no  estoppel  for  failing  to  claim  exempted  money  of  sheriff,  888L 
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time  when  selection  must  be  made,  889. 

whether  making  of  delivery  bond  constitutes  estoppel,  840. 

agreement  as  to  sale,  no  estoppel,  841. 

whether  deception  by  debtor  works  estoppel,  842. 

right  of  debtor  to  select,  848-846. 

limitations  upon  the  right,  846. 

property  suited  to  debtor's  condition  in  life,  846. 

right  confined  to  property  within  the  county,  847. 

waiver  of  right  to  select,  848. 

efiect  of  debtor's  concealing  or  withholding  property,  849. 

right  of  selection  under  successive  statutes,  850. 

in  Michigan,  officer  must  make  inventory  and  selection,  861. 

levying  on  exempt  property  a  misdemeanor,  852. 

in  New  Jersey,  not  liable  for  levying  merely,  868. 

allotment  by  appraisers,  864. 

second  appraisement,  865. 

debtor  cannot  claim  two  exemptions,  866. 

aliter  in  case  of  perishable  articles,  867. 

goods  set  apart  and  afterwards  confused  with  other  goods,  868. 

eflfect  of  limitation  as  to  value,  869. 

BXEMPTION  LAWS, 
construction  of,  4-11. 

effect  of  declaring  retroactive  exemption  laws  unconstitutional,  12. 
change  in  form  of,  does  not  impair  vested  rights,  18. 
force  of,  where  extra-territorial,  20-28. 
force  of,  on  judgment  in  Federal  court,  24-29L 
object  of,  protection  of  the  family,  40 
exceptions  to  this  rule,  41. 
date  of  taking  effect  of,  297. 

EXEMPTION.    See  Remedies  and  Pbooedukx  ;  Chattel  Exemption. 
whether  right  of,  out  of  personalty  held  by  tenants  in  common,  192. 
right  of^  out  of  partnership  assets,  194-216. 

of  debtor,  governed  by  statute  in  existence  at  time  of  accrual  of  adverse  right,  788. 
chattel  exemption  a  personal  privilege,  820. 

FACTOR'S  LIEN, 
privilege  o^  over  exempt  property  in  Georgia,  876. 

FAMILY.    See  Dedication. 

protection  of,  principal  object  of  exemption  laws,  40l 
exceptions  to  this  rule,  41. 
what  constitutes,  44-68. 

tests  ot  45--60. 

tests  of  legal  duty  to  support,  45. 

test  of  condition  of  dependence,  46. 

relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  constitute  a,  47. 

relation  of  employer  and  employee  does  not  constitute  a,  47. 

progeny  of  common  ancestors,  48. 

test  of  common  residence,  49. 

test  of  bona-fide^,  50. 


792  INDEX. 

FAMILY—  Continued. 

single  man  not  the  head  of^  61. 

housekeeper,  children  absent,  62. 

single  man  with  no  dependents,  68. 

widow  without  children  does  not  constitute  a,  64. 

unmarried  man  supporting  mother  and  dependent  brothers  and  sisters  is  the 
"head"  of,  56. 

unmarried  man  supporting  widowed  daughter  and  her  children  is  head  ot,  60,  67- 

unmarried  man  supporting  minor  brothers  and  sisters,  68. 

unmarried  man  supporting  widowed  sister,  69. 

widower  without  children  supporting  his  mother  is  head  of,  60. 

unmarried  man,  his  brother  and  brother's  wife  living  with  him,  6L 

remarriage  of  widow,  62. 

unmarried  woman  with  illegitimate  child,  68. 

married  woman  living  on  her  separate  estate,  64. 

step-son  residing  with  his  step-mother,  not  the  head  of^  66. 

temporary  abandonment  of,  by  head  of,  67. 

married  woman  without  children,  whose  husband  non-resident,  68. 
effect  of  separation  of,  70-86. 

death  of  husband  and  wife,  71. 

death  of  wife  and  departure  of  children,  72. 

widower  with  niece  and  servants,  72. 

effect  of  withdrawal  of  wife  in  New  Hampshire,  73,  76. 

contrary  rule  in  Texas  as  to  withdrawal  of  wife,  74-77. 

withdrawal  of  wife  and  child  under  limited  divorce,  78. 

withdrawal  and  divorce  of  wife,  husband  having  custody  of  children,  79. 

divorce  procured  by  husband,  80. 

wife  divorced  for  drunkenness,  81. 

wife  divorced,  with  custody  of  children,  82. 

husband  divorced  and  children  emancipated,  88. 

rights  of  judgment-creditors  in  case  of  divorce  and  partition  of  community,  86. 
who  included  in,  under  statute  allowing  widow's  yearns  support,  966. 

FEDERAL  COURTS, 
conflict  between,  and  state  courts  as  to  exemptions,  24-29. 
effect  of  state  exemption  laws  upon  Federal  process,  24-29. 

FLORIDA. 

physical  characteristics  of  homestead  in,  106,  107. 

FOOD. 

exemption  of,  forage,  provisions,  etc.,  812-817. 

FORECLOSURE.    See  Judicial  Sale  ;  Remedies  and  Pbocbdusx  ;  Jtjdohent  ; 

MORTOAGS. 

FRAUD.    See  FRAUDtTLENT  Conveyance. 
whether  purchase  of  homestead  by  insolvent  is,  806-808. 
marrying  to  defeat  creditors,  808. 
acquisition  of  homestead  by,  809,  810. 
where  debt  is  contracted  through,  whether  privileged,  882. 
effect  of,  upon  exemption  privilege,  404-488. 
fraudulent  preference  of  creditor,  421. 
effect  of,  at  judicial  sale,  422. 
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effect  of^  upon  the  chattel  exemption,  425-488. 
assignment  reserving  exempt  property,  436. 
effect  of  fraudulent  concealment  upon  exen^tion,  487. 
effect  of,  in  signing  a  waiver  of  exemption,  460. 
deception  by  debtor  at  execution  sale,  842. 

evasion  of  exemption  law  by  gamishipent  of  wages  in  another  state.    See  GAiuaaH- 
Mxirr. 

FRAUDULENT  CONVEYANCE.    See,  also,  Fraud. 
effect  of,  upon  the  right  of  homestead,  404r422. 
no  bar  to  dower,  405-407. 

doctrine  stated  and  illustrated,  406,  407. 

widow  not  estopped  to  claim  dower  in  case  of,  407. 

same  principles  applicable  to  right  of  homestead,  40S. 

reasons  of  the  rule,  409-412. 

application  of  the  principle,  418. 

contrary  views,  414,  415. 

how,  if  judgment  liens  bind  homestead,  414. 

doctrine  of  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  411. 

doctrine  of  New  Hampshire  court,  417. 
fraudulent  grantee  acquires  no  rights  against  creditors  and  purchasers,  418. 
fraudulent  conveyance  of  one  homestead  cuts  off  right  to  another,  419. 
procedure  in  setting  aside  fraudulent  conveyance  of  homestead,  420. 
whether  fraudulent  conveyances  of  chattels  cut  off  right  of  exemption,  courts  not 
agreed,  425. 

views  of  Pennsylvania  judges,  426. 

application  of  these  views — liability  of  levying  officer,  427,  428. 

early  cases  in  Indiana,  429. 

views  of  courts  holding  that  fraudulent  conveyance  does  not  destroy  exemption, 
480-482. 

early  doctrine  in  Illinois  that  fraudulent  transfer  destroys  exemption,  488. 

this  doctrine  overruled,  484. 
^      the  resulting  doctrine,  485. 

assignment  reserving  exempt  property,  486. 

claim  of  exemption  by  firaudulent  transferees,  488. 

FRAUDULENT  ASSIGNMENT.    See  Fraud;  Fraudulent  Oontetakcb. 
FRAUDULENT  CONCEALMENT.    See  Fraud. 


GARNISHMENT, 
by  creditor  in  state  where  debtor  does  not  reside,  21-28. 
of  wages  in  another  state,  20-23,  864-867. 
claiming  and  selecting  debtor's  chattel  exemption  in  case  of^  860-867. 

statutes  of  exemption  apply  to  garnishment  proceedings,  860. 

duty  of  levying  officer  in  such  case,  861. 

whether  debtor  or  garnishee  must  claim,  862-864. 

GARNISHEE.    See  Garnishmimt. 

GEORGIA, 
legislative  exceptions  to  constitutional  rigjit  of  homestead,  1& 
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GEORGIA—  OonHnued, 
legislative  enactment  in,  gtving  homestead  to  single  man,  61. 
statute  of^  exempting  agricultural  land,  166. 
homestead  in  wife's  separate  estate  in,  228. 
enforcement  of  vendor's  lien  by  statute  in,  858. 
debts  contracted  in  removal  of  incumbrances  on  homestead  in,  870. 
property  not  exempt  fVom  fiactor's  liens  in,  876. 
statutory  restraint  upon  alienation  in,  620-624. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  664. 
rights  of  children  and  heirs  to  homestead  in,  676,  698. 
procedure  in  allotting  homestead  in,  670-674. 

GOOD  FAITH.  % 

required  of  debtor  in  the  application  of  exemption  laws,  782. 

GUARDIAN  AD  LITEM, 
homestead  of  children  not  lost  by  failure  of,  to  claim,  679. 

HEAD  OP  FAMILY.    See  Family.  "  i 

HEIRS.    See  Childrek. 
substantive  rights  of,  to  homestead,  481,  669-679. 
right  of  adult  to  partition,  678. 

HOMESTEAD  LAWS.    See  Exei£Ption  Laws.  • 

reason  and  policy  of,  1. 
conducive  to  freedom  and  good  government,  1. 
object  of,  to  provide  a  home  and  to  protect  the  flamily,  1,  40. 
exceptions  to  this  rule,  41. 

HOME.    See  Dsdicatiok. 

HOMESTEAD.    See  Family  ;  URBAir  Homestead  ;  Rural  Homssteadw 
right  of,  purely  statutory,  2. 
for  benefit  of  debtor  and  family,  2. 
exempt  by  legislative  acts  or  constitutional  ordinances,  8. 
right  of,  how  far  may  be  abridged  by  subsequent  legislation,  18,  16. 
and  by  enlarging  boundaries  of  cities,  18. 
legislative  exceptions  to  constitutional  right  of,  16. 

where  right  of,  has  not  vested,  17.  "  ^ 

existence  of  family  necessary  to,  40-68. 
substantive  right  of  wife  as  to,  42.  • 

substantive  rights  of  infant  children  as  to,  48. 

legal  duty  to  support,  test  of  right  to,  46.  ' 

condition  of  dependence  a  test  of  right  to,  46. 
relation  of  master  and  servant  will  not  support  a,  47. 
continuation  of,  dependent  on  continuation  of  fkmily,  70-86. 
political  status  necessary  to  right  of^  90-96. 

alien  entitled  to,  when,  90.  ' 

non-resident  entitled  to,  when,  91-97. 

widow  and  children  resident  of  another  state,  92. 

removal  from  the  state,  98. 

right  of  temporary  sojourner  to,  94. 

right  ot,  where  debtor  has  absconded,  96-97. 
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right  of  mulatto  to,  96. 
definitions  of,  100-119. 

must  be  place  of  residence,  100, 101. 

test  of  use  of,  102. 

effect  of  limitation  as  to  value  of,  108. 

conclusive  test  as  to  what  is  the,  104. 

test  of  use  and  value,  105. 

appurtenant  property  used  in  debtor's  business,  106-106. 

increase  of  value  works  diminution  of  quantity  of,  109. 

limitation  of  quantity  or  value  an  incident,  not  a  test,  of^  110,  111. 

limitation  as  to  value,  in  Michigan,  a  matter  of  description  of,  112. 

may  be  reduced  in  quantity  to  bring  within  required  amount,  118. 

courts  cannot  exempt  money  in  lieu  o^  114. 

but  courts  will  protect  right  of,  until  Legislature  can  act,  115. 

improvement  included  in  estimating  value  of,  116. 

addition  of  new  lots  to,  after  value  is  complete,  117. 

increase  of  limit  of  value  of,  after  contraction  of  the  debt,  118. 

materials  for  repairing  the,  also  exempt,  119. 

removal  of  house  to  another  lot  or  parcel  of  land,  119. 

on  water,  119. 

summary  statement  of  the  doctrine  of  courts  as  to  what  is  included  in  the,  120. 
mixed,  rural,  and  urban,  160,  161. 

test  as  to  whether  homestead  is  rural  or  urban,  160,  161. 

extending  town  limit  over  country  homestead,  18,  14,  160. 
estate  in  lands  necessary  to  support  right  of,  164,  226. 
right  o^  in  wife's  separate  estate,  220-226. 
declaration  of  the.    See  Dedication. 
abandonment  of  the.    See  Abandonment. 
debts  which  bind  the.    See  Privileosd  Debts. 
right  of  debtor  to  insurance  money  ofi  750,  761,  784. 
effect  of  frauds  and  fraudulent  conveyances  upon.    See  Fraxtd;  Frattditlsnt 

Conveyance. 
divestiture  of  the.    See  Waiver  ;  Alienation  ;  CoNyEYANCE. 
of  the  widow  and  orphan's.    See  Widow  and  Orphan's  Homestead  ;  Children; 

Heirs. 
right  to  sell  land  during  or  on  termination  of,  548,  549. 

HORSE, 
of  tanner  not  exempt  as  an  implement  of  trade,  770. 

HOTEL. 
'  may  constitute  a  homestead,  187. 

HOUSES  BUILT  FOR  RENT, 
not  homestead,  180-188. 

HOUSEKEEPER.    See  Family. 

HOUSEHOLDER.    See  Family. 
person  residing  with  his  step-mother  not  a,  65. 
temporary  removal  of,  66. 

HOUSEHOLD  FURNITURE, 
what  articles  pass  under  an  exemption  of^  or  "necessary  household  furniture," 
794-798. 
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HOUSEHOLD  FURNITURE— Ow^iiiuei 
a  trunk  is  not,  794. 
or  a  cabinet-box,  794. 
nor  lace  curtains  nor  expensive  dock,  795. 
but  embraces  fUmiture  of  boarding-house  keeper,  797. 
but  not  a  valuable  piano,  798. 
unless  owned  by  music-teacber,  798. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIPE.    See  Parties;  JuDOifiraT;  PRiviLBOin)  Dxbts;  Omu- 
drkn;  Convbtance;  WrrE*s  Separate  Estate;  Wife. 
relative  rights  of,  touching  the  homestead,  42. 
cannot  each  have  a  homestead,  225. 

but  may  have  homestead  in  land  jointly  owned  by  them,  226. 
whether  actual  occupancy  of  both  in  homestead  necessary,  258,  269. 
abandonment  of  homestead  by  wife,  by  coercion  of  husband,  278. 
desertion  of  home  by  husband,  277. 
abandonment  of  homestead  and  desertion,  by  wife,  278. 
liability  of  husband  for  ante-nuptial  debts  of  wife  governed  by  existing  exemption 

laws,  816. 
mortgage  made  to  secure  purchase-money  of  homestead  need  not  be  made  by  both, 

862-^66. 
power  of  husband  to  charge  homestead  for  improvements,  874. 
alienation  of  homestead  by,  470-478. 

effect  of  subsequent  death  of,  after  void  sale  or  mortgage  of  homestead,  488-490. 
right  of  husband,  in  Massachusetts,  to  sell  without  consent  of  wife,  498. 
power  of  husband  to  mortgage  homestead  in  Geoigia,  528. 
conveyance  of  homestead  must  be  by  both,  526. 
effect  of  separate  deeds  of  both,  627. 
devise  of  the  homestead  by  husband,  544. 
devise  of  the  homestead  by  wife,  545. 

restraint  upon  husband's  power  to  sell  exempt  property,  748,  744. 
chattel  exemption  of  husband  passes  to  widow  and  children,  895,  896. 
"wearing  apparel"  of  husband,  whether  goes  to  widow,  907. 
effect  on  widow's  allowance,  of  wife  living  apart  fW>m  husband,  768-964^ 
effect  when  wife  is  deserted  by  husband  and  remarried,  965. 
effect  when  wife  has  separate  means  of  support,  967-969. 

ILLINOIS, 
law  of^  as  to  detached  timber  land  being  included  in  homestead,  150. 
rural  homestead  in,  not  limited  to  portion  in  cultivation,  157. 
right  of  insolvent  to  purchase  homestead  in,  807. 
effect  of  exchange  of  securities  upon  vendor's  lien  in,  860. 
views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  lien  of  judgment  upon  homestead,  89&> 
effect  of  fraudulent  conveyance  of  homestead  in,  416. 
effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  488-484. 
power  to  mortgage  homestead  in,  459. 

effect  of  failure  to  waive  homestead  in  deed  of  homestead  in,  528. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  557. 
rights  of  children  and  heirs  to  homestead  in,  574. 
right  to  sell  land  in,  subject  to  homestead,  629. 
sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  661. 
setting  off  homestead  in  case  of  foreclosure  sale  in,  677. 
right  of  homestead,  how  pleaded  in,  703. 
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ILLINOIS  —  Continued. 
procedure  in,  to  enforce  demand  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  710. 
right  in,  to  set  up  homestead  after  foreclosure  of  mortgage  in,  717-720. 
conclusiveness  of  judgments  on  homestead,  how  affects  minor  children  in,  721. 
ejectment  hy  purchaser  at  mortgagee's  sale  in,  728. 
exemption  of  wages  from  garnishment  in,  782. 
limitations  upon  the  right  to  claim  chattel  exemption  in,  846. 
title  necessary  to  maintain  action  for  debtor's  chattel  exemption  in,  872. 
statute  of,  giving  treble  damages  against  ofScer  seizing  exempt  property,  888. 
duty  of  appraiser  and  administrator  as  to  widow's  exemption  in,  906. 
apportionment  of  widow's  allowance  among  legatees  in,  972. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  984. 

INCUMBRANCES. 

debts  contracted  in  removing,  privileged  in  Georgia  against  homestead  law,  87(X 

INDIANA, 
homestead  in  wife's  separate  estate  in,  221.' 
effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  429. 
restraint  upon  husband's  power  to  sell  exempt  property  in,  744. 
procedure  in  mdcing  widow's  allowance  in,  982. 

INSURANCE. 

money  of  homestead,  right  of  debtor  to,  750,  751,  784. 
money  of  exempt  property  not  liable  to  garnishment^  750,  784. 

INSOLVENT, 
purchase  of  homestead  by,  805-810. 

INTENTION.    See  Dedication;  Ai^ANDOifMENT. 

INSOLVENCY. 

widow's  right  of  year's  support  does  not  depend  upon,  941. 

INTERPRETATION.    See  Construction. 
of  exemption  laws  must  not  be  literal,  when,  8. 
of  exemption  laws  as  to  meaning  of  the  word  "  family,"  44. 
legislative  interpretation  of  term  "head  of  family,"  51. 
of  word  •*  citizen,"  in  homestead  laws,  90. 
of  the  term  "homestead,"  100-105. 
of  the  expression  "town  or  city  lots,"  in  statutes,  129. 
of  the  term  "  occupancy,"  240. 
of  the  term  "improvement,"  875. 
of  the  term  "necessaries,"  878. 

of  the  words  "mortgage,"  "release,"  "waive,"  in  Kentucky  statute,  46L 
of  the  term  "teamster,"  in  statutes  of  exemption,  773,  774. 
of  the  expression  "trade,  occupation,  or  profession,"  762. 
of  the  term  "  mechanical  tools,"  768. 
of  the  term  "  common  tools,"  768. 
of  the  term  "stock  in  trade,"  766. 

of  the  expression  "person  engaged  in  agriculture,"  774,  775. 
of  the  term  "owner"  of  homestead,  778. 
of  the  expression  "  necessary  wearing  apparel,"  786. 
of  the  term  "household  furniture,"  794. 
of  the  expression  "necessary  household  furniture,"  79& 
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INTERPRETATION  —  ConHnued. 
of  the  expression  '*  horse,  mulei  or  yoke  of  oxen,"  800. 
of  the  expression  ''oxen,  horses,  or  mules,"  801. 
of  the  word  "team,"  806. 
of  the  word  "horse,"  807. 
of  the  word  "wagon,"  809. 
of  the  word  "cart,"  810. 

of  the  expression  "things  necessary  for  upholding  life,"  812. 
meaning  of  the  term  "further  proceedings,"  in  Ohio  statute,  669. 
of  the  term  "  necessary  food,"  818. 
of  the  term  "necessary  vegetables,"  816. 

INTESTACY. 
widow*s  year's  support  does  not  depend  upon,  987. 

IOWA. 

rule  in,  as  to  abridgment  of  homestead  right,  14. 

extra-territorial  force  of  exemption  laws  in,  28. 

doctrine  of  intention  to  occupy  in,  261. 

debts  created  prior  to  chantre  of  homestead  in,  801-803. 

decisions  in,  as  to  change  uf  homestead,  how  aflfects  existing  liens,  821,  822. 

enforcement  of  vendor's  lien  by  statute  in,  862. 

liens  of  judgment  upon  homestead  in,  392. 

waiver  of  prospective  exemption  by  contract  in,  446, 

effect  of  failure  to  expressly  waive  homestead  in  deed  of  homestead  in,  681. 

widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  666. 

provisions  of  statute  of,  as  to  homestead  of  widow  and  heirs,  692-697. 

right  not  alienable,  696. 

not  even  for  reinvestment,  696. 

abandonment  of  homestead  by  the  survivor,  697. 
sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  663,  664. 
wife,  how  far  a  necessary  party  in,  698. 
right  of  homestead,  how  pleaded  in,  702. 
widow  not  absolute  owner  of  chattel  exemption  in,  903. 

JOINT  TENANCY, 
homestead  an  estate  of^  in  California,  618-617. 

JUDGMENTS.    See  Rbmbdibs  akb  Pbocbdurb;  LiBira. 
in  action  ex  delictOy  whether  privileged,  880-383. 
statutory  provisions,  380. 
construction  of  these  statutes,  881. 
rule  where  debt  is  contracted  through  fraud,  382. 
judgments  for  costs  in  actions  for  torts,  883. 
lien  of,  upon  the  homestead,  390-402. 
views  of  courts  conflicting,  390. 
as  to  whether  judgment  lien  attaches  to  homestead,  question  one  of  construction 

merely,  391. 
leading  case  in  Iowa,  392. 
views  of  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas,  398. 
contrary  view  in  Nebraska,  394. 
views  of  Supreme  Court  of  Illinois,  396. 
opposing  views  of  Supreme  Court  of  New  York,  896. 
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JUDGMENTS  —  Continued. 

TiewB  of  Supreme  Court  of  Arkansas,  897. 

consequence  of  these  opposing  views — priorities  between  creditors  and  alienee^ 
898,  399. 

judgment  liens  on  homestead,  how  affected  by  bankruptcy,  400-402. 
conclusiveness  of,  in  Probate  Court,  614. 
conclusiveness  of,  in  actions  affecting  the  homestead,  716-729. 

general  doctrine  stated,  716. 

foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  homestead,  whether  conclusive,  716-719. 

how  right  of  homestead  may  be  asserted  after  foreclosure,  719. 

rule  not  applicable  to  wife  after  discoverture,  718, 720. 

whether  applicable  to  minor  children,  721. 

judgment  for  partition  among  heirs,  whether  conclusive  upon  widow,  722. 

ejectn^nt  by  purchaser  at  mortgagee's  sale,  728. 

accounting  in  such  case,  724. 

conclusiveness  of  judgment  on  creditor's  bill  to  set  aside  conveyance,  726. 

conclusiveness  of  judgment  in  suit  by  attachment,  727. 

conclusiveness  of  judgment,  how  far  a  question  of  parties,  728. 
enforcement  of  judgment  liens,  729. 
when  proof  aliunde  is  admissible  to  extend  lien,  729. 

JUDGMENT-CREDITORS.    See  Judicial  Sale. 

JUDGMENT  LIEN, 
whetner  judgment  lien  can  be  extended  by  proof  aliunde,  729. 

JUDICIAL  SALE.  See  ExEcxmoK. 
protection  of  homestead  at,  625-678. 
sale  of  land  subject  to  right  of  homestead,  626-686. 

appraisement  and  sale  of  undivided  residue,  626-629. 

debtor  and  purchaser  become  tenants  in  common,  680. 

remedy  of  one  such  co-tenant  against  lihe  other,  681,  682. 

action  of  account  between  such,  682. 

writ  of  entry  by  owner  of  homestead  against  reversioner,  688. 

manner  of  makmg  partition  between  debtor  and  purchaser  of  residue,  684i 

sale  of  reversion  of  homestead.  635. 

forced  sale  of  homestead,  and  payment  of  statutory  value  to  debtor,  686. 
whether,  and  at  what  time,  debtor  must  claim,  689-646. 

whether  debtor  must  claim,  cases  conflicting,  689. 

whether  the  duty  of  the  officer  to  take  notice,  639. 

how  under  the  Missouri  statute,  64. 

statutes  under  which  debtor  must  claim,  641. 

claiming  under  statute  of  South  Carolina,  642. 

within  what  time  the  debtor  must  make  claim,  648. 

manner  of  making  claim,  644. 

waiver  of  exemption  at  time  of  levy,  645,  646. 
right  of  debtor  to  select,  648-664. 

general  nature  of  this  right,  648-661. 

when  the  debtor  need  not  select,  662,  663. 

right  of  selection  does  not  displace  existing  liens,  664. 
of  homestead  for  privileged  debts,  656-664. 

foreclosure  of  mortgage  on  homestead,  666-668. 

whether  non-homestead  property  must  be  first  exhausted,  666. 

how  affected  by  rights  of  judgment-creditors,  667,  668. 
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JUDICIAL  BALE—Ooniinued, 
rights  of  other  mortgagees,  659. 
rale  in  Wisconsin  changed  by  statute,  660. 
rule  in  Illinois  and  Minnesota,  661. 
rule  in  Alabama  and  Kansas,  662. 
regulated  by  statute  in  Iowa,  668. 

rule  where  debtor  has  also  an  interest  in  pvtnership  assets,  664. 
matters  of  practice  touching  allotment  of  homestead  at,  666-678. 
allotment  by  appraisers,  666. 
effect  of  appraiser's  report,  666. 
conclusiveness  of  an  appraisement,  667,  668. 
proceedings  after  homestead  set  off,  669. 
In  allotting  homestead  under  Georgia  statute,  670-678. 

appeal  f^om  judgment  of  the  ordinary,  67L 

proof  of  insolvency,  672. 

what  will  excuse  failure  to  levy,  678. 

postponing  sale,  674. 
loss  of  preference  by  laches  of  creditor,  whether  constitutes  estoppel,  676. 
whether  recognition  of  homestead  by  creditor  constitutes  estoppel,  676. 
setting  off  of  homestead  in  case  of  foreclosure  sale,  677,  678. 

JURISDICTION. 

of  Probate  Courts  in  allotting  homestead  to  widow  and  heirs,  618. 
conclusiveness  of  judgment  of  Probate  Courts  in  such  cases,  614. 

KANSAS. 
urban  homestead  in,  128. 

views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  homestead  in  estate  in  common,  182. 
exemptions  out  of  partnership  assets  in,  198. 
no  exemption  in,  on  execution  for  partnership  debt,  203. 
views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  lien  of  judgment  upon  homestead,  393. 
sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  662. 

KENTUCKY. 

conflicting  cases  in,  as  to  property  not  exempt  for  public  debts,  888.     ' 

effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  435. 

waiver  of  prospective  exemption  by  contract  in,  446. 

effect  of  words  "mortgage,"  "release,"  "waiver,"  in  statute  of,  in  restraining  sale  of 

homestead,  461. 
effect  of  failure  to  expressly  waive  homestead  in  deed  of  homestead  in,  531. 

,  LABORER'S  PRIVILEGE. 

over  exempt  property  due  for  wages,  379. 

LACHES.    See  Remedies  akd  Procedure. 
may  displace  vendor's  privilege  over  homestead,  851. 
effect  of,  on  creditor,  711. 

LANDLORD'S  LIEN, 
property  not  exempt  from,  377. 

LAWYERS, 
books  of,  not  common  tools,  768. 
widow  of,  entitled  to  library  of,  as  exempt,  764. 
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LAW  AND  FACT, 
exemption  a  question  of  fifust  for  jury,  885. 
but  not  exclusively  so,  886. 

JiEASE. 
of  homestead  by  husband,  471. 

LEASEHOLD  ESTATE, 
will  support  right  of  homestead,  176. 
reasons  of  the  rule,  177,  178. 

LEGAL  DUTY, 
of  head  of  family  to  support  family,  4& 

LEGATEE.    See  Year's  Support. 

LEGISLATURE.    See  Constitutional  Law 

LEVYING  OFFICERS, 
duty  of.    See  Remedies  and  Procedure;  Execution;  Garnishment. 

LEVY.    See  Judicial  Sale;  Execution. 

LIENS.    See  Judgments. 
what  are  privileged,  290-388. 
existing  prior  to  taking  effect  of  exemption  law,  291-296. 
created  prior  to  acquisition  of  the  homestead,  299-816. 
subsisting  prior  to  time  when  homestead  right  begins,  817-328. 
not  divested  by  subsequent  dedication,  817. 
rule  applies  to  attach n^ent  liens,  818. 
does  not  extend  to  judgment  liens  in  some  states,  819. 
change  of  homestead  does  not  affect  liens,  820. 
conflicting  decisions  in  Iowa,  821. 
recent  views  of  Iowa  Supreme  Court,  822. 
liens  of  mortgages  and  deeds  of  trust,  828-827. 
rule  in  Texas,  324-827. 
mortgage  to  secure  future  advances,  828. 
of  vendor  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  830-868. 
of  mechanics,  furnishers,  landlords,  and  laborers,  372-^79. 
of  judgments  in  actions  ex  delicto,  880-888. 
of  public  debts,  886-388. 
in  Georgia,  for  necessaries,  superior  to  homestead,  878. 
on  homesteadj  not  dissolved  by  bankruptcy,  400,  402. 
widow's  year's  support  overrides  what,  94& 

LIFE  ESTATE. 
will  support  right  of  homestead,  174. 

LIMITATION, 
revival  of  debt  barred  by  limitation  makes  debt  subject  to  exemption,  314. 
effect  of,  as  to  value  of  exempt  chattels,  859. 

LODGING-HOUSE, 
may  constitute  a  homestead,  137. 

LOUISIANA, 
construction  ot  exemption  laws  in,  5. 
mortgage  of  homestead  void  in,  467. 

51 
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LOUISIANA—  Continued. 
rule  in,  as  to  right  of  debtor  to  select  homestead,  649. 
widow's  homestead  in>  922-929. 
nature  of  right  in  general,  922. 
independent  rights  of  children,  928. 
nature  of  widow's  title,  924. 
cumulative  exemptions,  926w 
entitled  tf>  what  priority,  926w 
what  widow  may  claim,  927. 
action  by  widow,  evidence,  928. 
how  under  act  of  1866,  929. 

MACHINERY, 
expensive,  not  exempt  from  execution  under  designation  of  tools,  756,  757. 

MAINE, 
effect  on  widow's  allowance  in,  where  wife  is  deserted  by  husband,  965. 

MANUFACTURED  CLOTH. 

exempt,  whether  manufactured  by  the  family  or  not,  817. 

MARRIAGE, 
contracted  to  defeat  creditors,  808,  787. 

>LA^RIAGE  CONTRACT. 

right  of  year's  support  cannot  be  released  by,  942. 

MARRIED  WOMEN.    See  Family. 

MARSHALING  ASSETS, 
between  differf  nt  classes  of  creditors,  where  right  of  homestead  iutcnones,  718. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT, 
relation  of,  does  not  constitute  a  family,  47. 

MASTER  IN  CHANCERY, 
duties  of^  in  making  foreclosure  sale  in  Illinois,  677. 

MASSACHUSETTS. 

views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  exemptions  out  of  partnership  assets,  197. 

no  exemption  in,  on  execution  for  partnership  debt,  205. 

cases  in,  as  to  acquisition  of  new  homestead — consequent  abandonment,  280. 

statutory  restraint  upon  alienation  in,  495-498. 

effect  of  failure  to  expressly  waive  homestead  in  deed  of  homestead  in,  529. 

widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  669. 

writ  of  entry  for  possession  of  homestead  in,  687. 

widow's  allowance  in,  989,  940. 

widow's  allowance  in,  where  wife  lives  apart  from  husband,  968,  964. 

notice  before  making  widow's  allowance  in,  976. 

MEASURE  OP  DAMAGES.    See  Damages. 

MECHANIC'S  LIEN, 
homestead  not  exempt  from,  872-375. 
reason  and  policy  of  exception,  872. 
provisions  of  statutes  excepting,  372,  notes  1,  2. 
contrary  rule  in  Minnesota,  373. 
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MECHANIC'S  JjTEN— Continued, 

power  of  husband  to  charge  homestead  for  improvements,  874. 
meaning  of  the  term  **  improvements,"  876. 

MERCHANT.    See  Stock  in  Tradk. 

MERCHAN  T-T  AILOR. 
stock  in  trade  of,  when  exempt,  766. 

MICHIGAN, 
limitation  as  to  value  of  homestead  in,  a  matter  of  description,  112. 
description  of  homestead  in,  112-115. 
widows  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  666. 
right  of  debtor  to  select  homestead  in,  658. 
officer  must  make  inventory  and  selection  of  exempt  property  in,  851. 

MILLS. 

in  general,  not  exempt  from  execution  under  designation  of  tools,  757. 

MINNESOTA. 

construction  of  the  exemption  laws  in,  6,  6. 

law  oi,  as  to  homestead,  where  p^rt  is  rented  for  business  purposes,  186. 

mechanic's  lien  on  homestead  in,  378. 

sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  661. 

MISDEMEANOR, 
levying  on  exempt  property  a,  862,  863. 

MISTAKE, 
effect  of,  in  signing  waiver  of  exemption,  460. 

MISSOURI, 
construction  of  exemption  laws  under  Constitution,  11. 
effect  of  divorce  on  widow's  exemption  in,  84. 
accrual  of  homestead  right  in,  800. 
debts  contracted  pending  change  of  homestead  in,  804. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  662. 
whether  debtor  must  claim  homestead  in  case  of  judicial  sale  in,  010. 

MISSISSIPPL 
as  to  homestead  in  leasehold  estates,  177. 
rule  in,  as  to  homestead  in  wife's  separate  estate,  222. 
judgment  lien  subsisting  prior  to  right  of  homestead  not  privileged,  319. 
effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  432. 
widow's  chattel  exemption  in,  899-902. 

act  of  1889,  899. 

Code  of  1857,  900. 

act  of  1860,  901. 

act  of  1865,  902. 
widow's  allowance  in,  938. 

rights  of  children  under  widow's  allowance  in,  957-950. 
widow's  allowance  in,  where  she  has  separate  meims  oi  support,  030. 
notice  before  making  widow's  allowance  in,  976. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  984. 

MIXED,  RURAL,  AND  URBAN  HOMESTEADS.    See  Homestead. 

MORTGAGES.    See  Judgment;  Alienation;  Judicial  Sale. 
mortgages  and  deeds  of  trust,  in  Texas,  divested  by  death  of  mortgageor,  824-827. 
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MORTGAGES-^  'Con«nt*«f. 
mortgage  of  homestead  in  Louisiana  void,  828. 
not  divested  by  subsequent  exemption  laws,  10,  828. 

to  secure  future  advances,  not  affected  by  subsequent  declaration  of  homestead,  328L 
power  to  mortgage  homestead,  466,  460. 
void,  validated  by  subsequent  abandonment,  487. 
widow's  rights  in  mortgaged  homestead,  688. 
whether  foreclosure  of,  concludes  right  of  homestead,  716-719,  728L 
of  exempt  chattels,  741,  742. 
enforcing  lien  of  pledgee  or  mortgagee,  742. 
priority  of  widow's  allowance  over  lien  oC  946. 
to  secure  purchase-money.    See  Yicndor's  Prsfebxngb. 

MULATTO, 
right  of,  to  homestead,  98. 

MUSIC-TEACHER 
piano  of,  exempt,  769. 

NEBRASKA, 
alienation  of  homestead  not  restrained  by  statute  in,  .460. 

NECESSARIES, 
liability  of  profit  of  homestead  for,  878. 

NEVADA. 

physical  characteristics  of  the  homestead  in,  108. 

NEW  HAMPSHIRE, 
rule  in,  as  to  withdrawal  of  wife  from  family,  78,  76. 
cases  in,  as  to  acquisition  of  new  homestead — whether  abandonment,  281. 
law  of,  as  to  effect  of  fraudulent  conveyance  of  homestead,  417. 
statutory  restraint  upon  alienation  in,  600-607. 
provisions  of  the  statutes  of,  as  to  homestead  of  widow  and  heirs,  682-686. 

widow's  right  to  mortgaged  homestead  in,  688. 

how  under  act  of  1868,  684. 

how  under  amendatory  act  of  1868,  686. 
writ  of  entry  for  possession  of  homestead  in,  687. 
effect  of  involuntary  conversion  of  debtor's  exempt  property  in,  749. 
as  to  notice  before  making  widow's  allowance  in,  977. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  980. 

NEW  YORK, 
opposing  views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  liens  of  judgment  upon  homestead,  896. 
law  of,  as  to  waiver  of  prospective  exemption  by  contract,  448,  444. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  984. 

NON-RESIDENT.    See  Family;  Homjcstead. 
entitled  to  homestead,  when,  91-97. 
widow  of,  whether  entitled  to  year's  support,  966. 

NORTH  CAROLINA, 
effect  of  exemption  law  in,  292. 
effect  of  fraud  on  chattel  exemption  in,  480. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  668. 
rights  of  children  and  heirs  to  homestead  in,  677,  679. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  981. 
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NOTICE, 
of  claim  of  homestead  in  case  of  judicial  sale.    See  JtmiciAL  Sale. 
whether  must  be  given  before  applying  for  widow's  year's  support^  976,  977. 

OCCUPANCY.    SeeDsDiOATioN;  Abandonment. 

OHIO. 

as  to  homestead  in  leasehold  estates,  178. 

no  exemption  in,  on  execution  for  partnership  debts  206. 

restraint  upon  husband's  power  to  sell  exempt  property  in,  748. 

ORPHAN'S  HOMESTEAD.    See  Widow  and  Orphan's  Homestead. 

ORPHAN'S  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION.    See  Chattel  Exemption. 

ORPHAN'S  TEAR'S  SUPPORT.    See  Year's  Support. 

PARAPHERNALIA. 

exemption  of  widow's,  908. 

PARTIES, 
in  suits  concerning  the  homestead,  690-706. 

independent  rights  of  wife,  690. 

wife  may  redeem  from  tax  sale  after  discoverture,  691. 

or  perform  husband's  executory  contract  of  purchase,  692. 

whether  wife  can  sue  alone,  698,  694. 

when  the  wife  is  a  necessary  party,  695-698. 

when  administrator  is  a  necessary  part}',  699. 

when  children  are  proper  parties,  700. 
in  actions  to  protect  debtor's  chattel  exemption.    See  Actions. 
conclusiveness  of  judgment  against  homestead,  how  far  a  question  o^  728. 

PARTNERS.    See  Partnership. 

PARTNERSHIP.    See  Judicial  Sale. 
exemption  out  of  partnership  assets,  194-216. 

such  exemptions  generally  denied,  194. 

difference  between  title  of  partner  and  title  of  co-tenant,  195. 

single  partner  cannot  claim  exemption  out  of  assets  of^  196. 

reasons  for  the  rule,  197-199. 

views  of  Massachusetts  Supreme  Court,  197. 

views  of  Kansas  Supreme  Court,  198. 

views  of  Pennsylvania  Supreme  Court,  199. 

reasons  for  the  rule  drawn  from  phraseology  of  Bankrupt  Act,  200,  201. 

applications  of  the  rule,  202-208. 

exemptions  to  bankrupt  out  of,  200-202. 

no  exemption  on  executions  for  partnership  debts,  208-206. 

no  right  of  homestead  in  realty  held  by,  207,  208. 

widow  of  partner  denied  homestead  after  settlement  of  estate  of,  208. 

limitations — exceptions  to  general  rule  that  there  can  be  no  exemption  out  of  part- 
nership assets,  209. 

test  of  ability  to  sever,  209,  210. 

application  of  this  test  to  partnership,  211. 

an  exception  to  rule  where  other  partners  consent,  212. 

exception  where  house  built  by  partner  on  his  own  lot  with  money  of  partner- 
ship, 218. 
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PABTNERSHIP—  CcmHnued. 

cases  denying  rule  that  there  can  be  no  exemption  out  of  partnersHIp  «iBeta^  214. 
the  reasons  which  support  this  denial,  215. 
conclusions  as  to  the  two  views,  216. 

PARTITION, 
horizontal  partition  of  realty,  138,  184. 
between  owner  of  homestead  and  purchaser  of  excess,  684. 
a  frequent  remedy  for  admeasuring  homestead,  682. 
jurisdiction  of  Probate  Courts  to  decree,  682. 
judgment  for,  among  heirs,  whether  conclusive  upon  widow,  722. 

PENNSYLVANIA, 
effect  of  fraud  upon  chattel  exemption  in,  426-428. 
power  to  waive  by  contract  exemption  right  in,  442. 
debtor  must  claim  chattel  exemption  in  property  attached  by  garnishment  in, 

862-868. 
widow's  chattel  exemption  in,  909-920. 

provision  of  the  statute,  909. 

right  not  dependent  upon  intestacy  or  insolvency,  910. 

not  affected  by  electing  to  t*ike  under  will,  911. 

conversion  into  money  not  favored,  912. 

widow  absolute  owner,  918. 

what  widows  are  included  in  the  statute,  914. 

rights  of  children,  915. 

how  in  case  of  step-children,  916. 

when  the  right  must  be  asserted,  917. 

appraisement,  918. 

effect  and  conclusiveness  of  the  appraisement,  919. 

remedy  of  widow  against  administrator,  920. 

PERSONAL  PROPERTY.    See  Chattel  Exemptiok. 
widow  and  orphan's  year's  support  only  out  ot,  970-972. 
may  consist  of  what  species  of^  978. 

PHYSICIAN, 
exemption  of  horse  and  buggy  of,  776. 

PIANO. 

of  music-teacher  exempt,  769. 
but  not  of  other  persons,  769. 

PLACE  OP  RESIDENCK    See  Homkstbad. 

PLEADING-.    See  Remeddss  and  Pbooedurs. 
the  right  of  homestead,  702-706. 

negative  averments,  704. 

how  far  defect  in  bill  is  cured  by  answer,  705. 

sufficiency  of  averments  in  particular  cases,  706. 
averments  in  action  against  officers  for  seizing  exempt  property,  880,  881. 
declarations  in  replevin,  884. 

POLITICAL  STATUS. 
right  of  homestead  to  aliens,  non-residents,  and  absconding  debtors,  90-97. 
mulatto  entitled  to  homestead,  98, 

PRACTICE.    See  Remedies  and  Procedure. 
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PRIORITIES, 
between  creditoiB  and  alienees  as  to  liomestead,  896|  899. 

PRIVILEGBD  DEBTS, 
what  debts  are  excepted  from  the  operation  of  exemption  laws,  290-888. 
debts  created  prior  to  acquisition  of  homestead,  299-816. 
liens  subsisting  prior  to  time  when  premises  became  impressed  with  homestead 

character,  817-828. 
unpaid  purchase-money,  and  vendor^  lien  therefor,  880-868. 
general  doctrine  as  to  privilege  of  unpaid  purchase-money,  880-884 
what  is  purchase-money,  836-888. 
enforcement  of  vendor^s  lien  upon  homestead,  849-858. 
effect  of  exchange  of  securities,  859-861. 

consequences  which  flow  from  vendor's  preference  over  homestead,  862-868. 
debts  contracted  in  removing  incumbrances,  870. 
liens  arising  in  the  creation,  improvement,  and  preservation  of  property,  872- 

879. 
liens  of  mechanics,  furnishers,  landlords,  and  laborers,  872-879. 
Judgments  in  actions  ex  delicto^  880-888. 
public  debts,  886-888. 
conveyance  to  secure,  469. 
judicial  sale  of,  for,  656-664. 

PRINTING-PRESS. 
whether  exempt  from  execution  as  a  "  tool,"  757. 

PROBATE  COURT.    See  Remedies  and  Paocedube;  Jubisdictioit. 

PROVISIONS. 

exemption  of,  food,  eta,  812-817. 

PUBLIC  DEBTS. 

whether  privileged  against  the  operation  of  homestead  and  exemption  laws,  885-^888. 
maxim  that  general  statutes  do  not  bind  the  sovereign,  885. 
application  of  this  principle  to  exemption  laws,  886. 
provisions  of  statutes  making  homestead  liable  for,  886. 
demands  against  defaulting  tax-collector,  887. 
conflicting  cases  in  Kentucky,  888. 

PUBLIC  OFFICERS. 

unearned  salaries  of,  exempt,  781. 

PURCHASE-MONEY.    See  Vendor's  Preferencb. 
enforcing  demand  for.    See  Remedies  aivd  Procedure. 

PURCHASER, 
remedy  of,  at  execution  sale,  712. 

RECEIVER, 
whether  reversion  after  termination  of  homestead  right  can  be  sold,  686. 
exempt  property  does  not  pass  to,  784. 

REDEMPTION, 
by  wife  from  tax  sale  of  homestead  after,  discoverture,  691. 

REMEDIES  AND  PROCEDURE, 
to  enforce  vendor's  lien  on  homestead,  849-868. 
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REMEDIES  AND  PROCEDURE  —  Con<tin*«d 
procedure  in  setting  aside  fraudulent  conveyance  of  boioestead,  420. 
to  subject  excess  over  homestead  conveyed  by  debtor  to  payment  of  debt,  479-481. 
in  such  cose  to  recover  or  defend  homestead,  482. 
for  allotment  of  homestead  to  v*'idow  and  heirs,  615-622. 

practice  in  Probate  Court,  616. 

whether  formal  application  is  necessary,  616. 

time  within  which  widow  may  assert  claim,  617. 

orphan's  homestead,  how  set  apart  in  Probate  Court,  618. 

revision  of  judgment  of  such  courts,  619. 

right  of  action  in  Superior  Court,  620. 

remedies  of  minor  children,  621. 

children  may  maintain  ejectment,  622. 

proof  of  insolvency,  628. 

remedy  of  purchaser  of  excess  against  owner  of  homestead,  631-684. 

remedy  of  owner  of  homestead  against  purchaser  of  excess,  681-684. 
actions  and  defenses  by  claimants  of  homestead,  680-687. 

bill  in  equity  to  protect  homestead,  680.  ^ 

grounds  of  equity  jurisdiction,  681. 

cloud  upon  title  of  homestead,  how  removed,  681. 

waste  of  homestead,  how  prevented,  681. 

petition  for  partition  of  homestead,  682. 

necessity  of  previous  demand,  688. 

power  of  court  of  insolvency  to  set  apart  homestead,  684. 

action  of  ejectment  to  recover  homestead,  685. 

right  of  homestead  a  defense  in  ejectment,  686. 

and  in  suit  by  writ  of  entry,  687. 
parties  in  suits  concerning  the  homestead.    See  Parttics. 
burden  of  proof  in  contests  concerning  the  homestoudH,  701. 
right  of  homestead,  how  pleaded,  702-704. 
negative  averments,  whether  necessary,  704. 
defective  bill  cured  by  answer,  705. 
sufficiency  of  averments  in  various  cases,  706. 
by  creditors  and  purchasers,  709-718. 

by  creditor  to  subject  excess  over  exemption,  709. 

demand  for  unpaid  purchase-money,  how  enforced,  710. 

effect  of  laches  of  creditor,  711. 

remedy  of  purchaser  at  execution  sale,  712. 

marshaling  assets,  718. 

ejectment  by  purchaser  at  mortgagee's  sale,  723. 

principle  of  accounting  In  such  case,  724. 

right  of  ejected  wife  to  rents  and  profits,  725. 

creditor's  bill  to  set  aside  conveyance,  726. 
in  enforcing  lien  of  mortgagee  upon  exempt  property,  742. 
in  claiming  and  selecting  exempt  property  on  execution  or  attachment.    See  ExB- 

CTTION. 

in  selecting  exempt  property  attached  by  garnishment    See  Gabnishjaknt. 
to  protect  the  debtor's  chattel  exemption,  870-894. 

who  mav  sue,  870. 

what  title  tieoessary  to  maintain  suit,  870-872. 

whether  bailee  or  agent  can  sue,  870-872. 

whether  assignee  in  bankruptcy  can  sue,  878. 
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REMEDIES  Airo  PROCEDURE  —  Con^nwoi. 
whether  receiver  can  sue,  878. 
trespass  proper  form  of  action,  874. 
trespass  does  not  lie  for  passive  injuries,  875* 
action  to  recover  the  specific  chattel,  876. 
against  whom  must  be  brought,  877. 
liability  of  sureties  of  levying  officer,  878. 
upon  whom  is  burden  of  proof,  879. 
necessary  averment  of  plaintiff,  880. 
declaration  under  statute  giving  treble  damages,  881-883. 
election  of  remedies,  882. 
verdict  for  single  or  treble  damages,  883. 
declaration  in  replevin,  884. 
exemption  a  question  of  fact,  885. 
but  not  exclusively  so,  886. 

declarations  of  plaintiff,  whether  admissible  as  evidence,  887. 
not  necessary  to  prove  official  character  of  office,  888. 
value  of  property,  when  must  be  shown,  889. 
what  constitutes  proof  of  value,  890. 
measure  of  damages  in  action  agi\inst  an  officer,  891. 
right  to  set  off,  892. 

set-off  in  actions  against  creditor  for  seizing  exempt  property,  898,  894. 
of  widow  against  administrator  in  Pennsylvania,  920. 
in  obtaining  widow's  year's  support,  975-992. 
widow's  remedy  summary,  975. 
notice,  in  general,  not  necessary,  976. 
but  in  special  cases,  notice  must  be  given,  977. 
whether  formal  application  is  necessary,  978. 
when  order  of  court  unnecessary,  979. 
how  soon  application  must  be  njade,  980-984. 

second  allowance,  when  first  allowance  only  for  immediate  relief^  985. 
allowance  may  be  set  aside  by  appraisers,  986. 
setting  aside  appraisement,  987. 
widow  may  elect  to  take  other  property  in  lieu,  967. 
conclusiveness  of  widow's  election,  987. 
revocation  of  allowance,  988. 
rehearing  of  application,  989. 
appeal  from  Probate  Court,  990,  991. 
action  by  widow  against  administrator  for  refusing  allowance,  992. 

RENEWAL, 
of  notes  and  mortgages  does  not  change  privileged  character  of  debts,  811-815. 
effect  of  renewal  of  notes,  exchange  of  securities,  etc.,  upon  vendor's  lien,  359-861. 

REPLEVIN. 

at  common  law  does  not  lie  against  officers,  876. 
but  a  similar  action  given  by  statute  in  Iowa,  876. 
declaration  in,  884. 

RESIDENCE.    See  Homestead. 

RES  JUDICATA, 
conclusiveness  of  judgments  in  Probate  Courts,  614. 
conclusiveness  of  judgments  in  actions  affecting  the  homestead,  715-729. 
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REVEKSION.    See  Judicial  Salb. 

RUEAL  HOMESTEAD.    See,  also,  Homxstxad. 
whether  detached  parcels  of  land  included  in,  146. 
separate  tracts  used  as  a  part  of  the  same  homestead,  140. 
tracts  cornering  on  each  other,  147. 
adjoining  lots,  dwelling  on  each,  owned  by  debtor,  148. 
dwelling  on  adjoining  lot  leased  to  tenant,  148. 
detached  timber  land,  149-168. 
separate  and  distant  tracts,  168. 
detached  meadow  and  pasture  land,  164. 
blacksmith-shop  and  water  privilege  near  dwelling,  166. 
mill-site,  166. 
not  limited  to  portion  in  cultivation,  167. 

SALARIES.    See  Wages. 

SALOON-KEEPER, 
stock  in  trade  of,  not  exempt,  767. 

SALE.    See  Aliknation";  ExBCurioir. 
protection  of  homestead  at  judicial  sale.    See  Judicial  Salk. 
ri^ht  of,  of  exempt  property,  788-740. 
restraints  upon  husband's  power  o(  of  exempt  property,  748,  744. 

SELECTION. 

of  homestead  at  judicial  sale,  648-664. 

by  debtor  of  exempt  property  on  execution  sale.    See  Exkcutiov. 

and  appraisement  of  widow's  chattel  exemption,  904-906. 

SEPARATE  TRACTS, 
whether  homestead  may  consist  of,  146  et  aeq. 

SEPARATE  ESTATE.    See  Wife's  Sepaeate  Estate. 

SEPARATION.    See  Family. 

SET  OFF. 
In  actions  for  recovery  of  exempt  property,  debt  may  not  be,  892-894. 

SHERIFF, 
duties  of,  in  allotting  homestead.    See  Judicial  Sale. 
what  will  excuse  failure  to  levy,  678. 
postponing  sale,  674. 
duty  of^  to  apprise  debtor  of  his  exemption,  821. 

SOUTH  CAROLINA, 
statutes  of,  as  to  whether  debtor  must  chum  homestead  in  case  of  judicial  salo,  642. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE 
of  husband's  contract  to  convey  homestead,  491. 
rule  of  damages  in  such  case,  491. 
pleading  in  such  case,  491. 

STALLION, 
whether  exempt  firom  execution,  801,  802. 

STATUTES.    See  Conbtitutiohal  Law;  CoNSTRUcnoK;  Axisnatioit. 
providing  for  imprisonment  of  debtor's  body,  8. 
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STATUTES  —  Ckmtinued. 
history  of,  giving  debtor's  land  to  creditor,  8. 
retroactive  effect  of  exemption  laws,  9-12. 
effect  of  codifying  laws,  18. 
in  pari  materia^  19. 

^ovisions  of,  as  to  the  declaration  of  the  homestead,  281. 
date  of  taking  effvct  ^  297. 
provisions  of,  as  to  privilege  of  vendor's  lien,  830. 
enforcement  of  vendor's  lien  under  provisions  o^  862,  858. 
provisions  of,  as  to  homestead  not  exempt  from  mechanic's  liens,  872,  notes  1,  2. 
provisions  of,  as  to  homestead  not  exempt  from  judgment  in  actions  ex  delicto,  380. 
provisions  of,  declaring  property  not  exempt  for  public  debts,  886. 
provisions  ofi  making  restraint  upon  alienation  of  homestead,  465-624 
provisions  of,  as  to  descent  of  homestead  to  wido^  and  children,  540. 
requiring  debtor  to  claim  homestead  in  case  of  judicial  sale,  641. 
construction  of,  granting  chattel  exemption,  781,  782. 

debtor's  exemption  governed  by,  in  force  at  time  of  accrual  of  adverse  right,  788. 
exempting  tools  and  stock  in  trade,  755-771. 
exempting  earnings,  salaries,  and  choses  in  action,  780-784. 
exempting  particular  chattels,  786-817. 

policy  and  construction  of,  exempting  arms  and  equipments,  791,  792. 
effect  of,  requiring  affidavit  of  debtor  claiming  exemption,  836. 
right  of  selection  of  exempt  property  under  successive,  850. 
declaration  under,  giving  treble  damages  against  officer  seizing  exempt  property, 

881. 
under  which  the  whole  estate,  limited  in  value,  vests  in  widow,  906. 
provisions  of,  as  to  widow  and  orphan's  year's  support,  982. 

STEP-CHILDREN. 

rights  of,  as  to  widow's  exemption  in  Pennsylvania,  916. 
rights  of,  touching  widow  and  orphan's  allowance,  962. 

STOCK  IN  TRADE, 
construction  of  statute  exempting  tools  and,  765-771. 
meaning  of  term,  766. 
exemption  of,  of  merchant-tailor,  766. 
of  saloon-keeper  not  exempt,  767. 

SURETIES, 
whether  renewal  of^  and  substitution  of,  destroys  character  of  debt,  81& 


TANNER. 

horse  of,  is  not  implement  of  trade,  770. 

TEAM, 
physician's  horse  and  buggy  exempt  as  a,  776. 
but  not  horse  of  female  physcian,  777. 

TEAMSTER, 
who  is,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statutes  of  exemption,  778. 

TEMPORARY  SOJOURNER, 
whether  entitled  to  benefit  of  exemption  laws,  94. 

TENANTS  IN  COMMON.    See  Judicial  Sale. 
whether  right  of  homestead  in  estate  held  by,  180-189. 
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TENANTS  IN  COMMON  —  Cbn<in««<i. 

cases  on  the  subject  conflicting,  180. 

views  of  Mr.  Freeman,  181. 

views  of  Supreme  Court  of  Kansas  in  support  of  the  rule,  182. 

the  contrary  rule  founded  in  convenience  merely,  188. 

views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  California,  184.  v 

views  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Wisconsin,  186, 

rule  in  Vermont,  186. 

rule  in  Iowa,  187. 

result  of  denying  homestead  in  lands  held  by,  188. 

whether  alienation  of  an  undivided  interest  destroys  homestead,  189. 
whether  right  of  exemption  out  of  personalty  held  by,  192. 
difference  between  title  of  partner  and  of  co-tenant,  196. 
occupancy  of  homestead  by,  266. 

owner  of  homestead  and  purchaser  of  excess  become,  680. 
nature  of  the  title  of  each,  680. 
remedy  of  the  one  against  the  other,  681-684. 

TENANT.    See  Dedication  ;  Abandonmekt  ;  Urbak  Homsstead. 

TENANTRY. 
Unfavorable  to  freedom,  1. 

TENNESSEE. 
effect  of  failure  to  expressly  waive  homestead  in  deed  of  homestead  in,  630. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  660. 

TEXAS, 
rule  in,  as  to  withdrawal  of  wife  from  family,  74-77- 
what  constitutes  an  urban  homestead  in,  126-127. 
cases  in,  as  to  acquisition  of  new  homestead,  281. 
right  of  insolvent  to  purchase  homestead  in,  808. 

judgment  lien  subsisting  prior  to  right  of  homestead  not  privileged  in,  819. 
what  is  purchase-money  in,  846,  846. 
sale  of  homestead  under  a  mortgage  in,  468. 
void  mortgage  validated  by  subsequent  abandonment  in,  487. 
provisions  of  statute  of,  as  to  homestead  of  widow  and  heirs,  699-61L 

guaranteed  by  the  Constitution,  699. 

nature  of  community  property,  600. 

nature  of  separate  property,  601. 

how  under  law  of  1848,  602. 

peculiarities  of  the  statute,  608. 

effect  of  solvency  or  insolvency,  605,  606. 

homestead  in  community  property,  607. 

power  of  disposition  of  surviving  spouse,  608. 

how,  if  husband  survive  wife,  609. 

allowance  in  lieu  of  homestead,  610,  611. 
rule  in,  as  to  right  of  debtor  to  select  homestead,  661. 
conclusiveness  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage  in,  716. 
procedure  in  making  vridow's  allowance  in,  978,  988. 

THRESHXNO-MACHINES. 
not  exempt  from  execution  as  tools,  767. 

TIMBER  LANDS. 

whether  homestead  may  consist  of  detached,  149-162. 
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TOOLS, 
exemption  of^  and  implements  of  husbandry  at  common  law,  7^ 
statutes  exempting  tools  and  stock  in  trade,  756-771. 
what  exempt  when  debtor  has  several  employments,  768. 
what  in  case  of  kindred  employments,  769. 

applicable  to  employment  in  which  debtor  is  "  wholly  or  principftlly  engaged,"  760i 
exemption  of,  in  case  of  a  temporary  cessation  from  business,  761. 
books  and  furniture  of  merchants  exempt  as,  768. 
and  piano  of  musio-teacher,  769. 
and  fisherman's  net  and  boat,  771. 
but  not  horse  of  tanner,  770. 

TORTS, 
judgments  founded  in,  whether  privileged  against  homestead,  880-888. 

TRESPASS. 

usual  action  for  levying  on  exempt  property,  874. 

when  does  not  lie,  875. 

lies  against  what  officers,  877. 

TRUSTEE.  * 

in  resulting  trusty  cannot  claim  homestead  out  of  trust  property,  888-841. 

TWELVE  TABLES, 
severe  provision  of^  as  to  insolvents,  1. 

UNGATHERED  CROP, 
whether  exempt  as  necessary  vegetables,  816. 

URBAN  HOMESTEAD.    See,  also,  Houxstead. 
general  views  as  to  what  constitutes  an,  125-128, 
as  to  whether  lots  must  be  contiguous,  125-128. 
not  restricted  to  lot  according  to  city  plat,  129. 
acquisition  of  adjoining  lots,  129. 
houses  built  to  rent,  180,  IV. 
lot  and  double-house,  one  rented,  181. 
separate  buildings  on  one  lot,  some  occupied  by  tenants,  182. 
houses  on  homestead  lot  built  for  tenants,  138. 
part  of  dwelling  rented  for  business  purposes,  184-186. 
horizontal  partition  of  realty,  188,  184. 
rooms  rented  to  tenants,  187. 
lodging-houses  and  hotels,  187. 

where  part  of  building  used  by  debtor  for  business  purposes.  188. 
where  part  of  business  establishment  is  used  for  dwelling  189. 

VALUE, 
effect  of  limitation  as  to.    See  Homxstxasb. 
in  case  of  exempt  chattels,  869. 
when  necessary  to  show,  of  chattels,  889. 
how  proved,  890. 

VEHICLES, 
exemption  of  wagons  and  carts,  809,  810. 
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VENDOR'S  PREFERENCE, 
for  unpaid  purchase-money,  privileged  from  operation  of  exemption  laws,  83(V-368. 
provisions  of  statutes  in  reference  to,  380. 
reason  of  the  rule,  831. 
illustration  in  case  of  resulting  trustee,  881. 
reason  drawn  from  priority  in  time,  882. 
simultaneous  execution  of  deed  of  purchase  and  mortgage  for  purchase-money, 

888. 
rule  stated,  384. 

vendor's  lien  an  incumbrance  merely,  884. 
what  constitutes  purchase-money,  835-848. 

case  of  several  mesne  conveyances,  885. 

effect  of  assignment  of  note  for  purchase-money,  836. 

payment  in  notes  of  third  person  indorsed  by  vendee,  387. 

money  loaned  wherewith  to  make  purchase,  338-341. 

money  advanced  on  personal  security  of  vendee  to  make  purchase,  841. 

advance  made  directly  to  vendor,  842. 

advance  to  pay  preexisting  debt,  842. 

mortgage  given  by  husband  in  such  case,  348. 

advance  to  discharge  preexisting  vendor's  lien,  844-846. 

transaction  disconnected  with  payment  of  purchase-money,  847. 

agreement  to  pay  purchase-money  to  third  person,  348. 
how  enforced,  84&-858,  710. 
generally  enforceable  in  equity,  849. 
exception  in  case  of  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  850. 
vendor  may  be  estopped  by  laches,  851. 
statutory  remedies,  852,  853. 
in  case  of  death  of  vendee,  854. 
vendor's  preference  for  unpaid  balance,  856. 
exception  in  case  of  chattels  capable  of  separation,  856,  857. 
mortgage  in  part  for  purchase-money  covering  both  homestead  and  non-homostead 
tract,  858. 
effect  of  exchange  of  securities  upon  vendor's  preference,  859-861. 
consequences  which  flow  from  vendor's  preference  over  homestead,  362-368. 
wife  need  not  concur  in  mortgage  to  secure  purchase-money,  362. 
husband's  mortgage  for  purchase-money  and  other  indebtedness,  363. 
wife's  sole  mortgage  for  purchase-money,  364. 
husband  may  renounce  purchase,  or  buy  outstanding  title,  365. 
but  cannot  chaise  homestead  with  additional  burdens,  866. 
surety  on  note  for  purchase-money,  367. 
lien  for  purchase-money  on  land  no  lien  on  crop,  868. 

VERDICT.    See  Remedies  and  Pboceduks. 

VERMONT, 
law  of,  as  to  detached  timber  land  being  included  in  homestead,  151,  152. 
homestead  in  estates  in  common  in,  186. 
accrual  of  homestead  right  in,  300. 
stiUutory  restraint  upon  alienation  in,  508-511. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  661. 
provi.sions  of  statute  of,  as  to  homestead  of  widow  and  heirs,  586-590. 
right  not  waived  by  acts  in  pais^  589. 
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VERMONT—  CkmHnued. 

not  affected  by  husband's  sole  deed,  690. 
widow's  allowance  in,  where  she  has  separate  means  of  sapport,  968. 
procedure  in  making  widow's  allowance  in,  979. 

WAGES.    See  Garnishmxnt. 
of  laborers  privileged  against  exemption  laws,  879. 

WAGON.' 

term  embraces  what  vehicles,  809. 

WAIVER, 
power  of,  of  prospective  benefit  of  exemption  law,  440-460. 

scope  of  discussion,  440. 

waiver  by  contract  of  prospective  exemption,  441-446. 

application  to  homestead  exemption,  447,  448. 

waiver  as  to  one  creditor  is  waiver  as  to  all,  449. 

effect  of  fraud  or  mistake  in  signing  waiver,  460. 
of  exemption  at  time  of  levy  of  execution,  646,  646. 
of  right  to  select  exempt  chattels  on  execution  sale,  848. 

WASTE. 

of  homestead,  how  prevented,  681. 

WATER-CRAFT, 
cannot  become  homestead,  119. 

WEARING  APPAREL. 

what  passes  under  an  exemption  o^  786,  790. 

articles  of  jewelr}',  ornaments,  786. 

clothing  for  Sunday  wear,  787. 

expensive  apparel,  lace  shawl,  788. 

unmanufactured  cloth,  789. 

bags,  790. 
whether  husband's,  exempt  to  widow,  907. 

WIDOWER    See  Family. 

WIDOW  AND  ORPHAN'S  HOMESTEAD.  See,  also,  Rkmkdim  aio)  Procbdtjm. 
general  incidents  of  the  right,  640-662. 

homestead  exemption  descends  to  widow  and  children,  640. 

widow's  homestead,  whether  created  by  general  words,  641. 

consists  of  homestead  in  fact  of  deceased  husband,  642. 

governed  by  law  in  force  at  husband's  death,  648. 

devise  of  the  homestead  by  the  husband,  644. 

by  the  wife,  645. 

not  subject  to  administration,  646. 

but  yields  to  privileged  debts,  647. 

right  to  sell  land  after  termination  of  homestead.  548. 

or  while  homestead  exists  subject  to  the  same,  649. 

right  contingent  upon  occupancy,  as  in  other  cases,  660. 

power  of  widow  to  sell,  661. 

compensation  for  improvements,  662, 
how  affected  by  dower,  656-666. 

rights  of  children  and  heirs,  669-679.     See  Children. 
incidents  of  the  right  under  particular  statutes,  682-612. 
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WIDOW  AND  ORPHAN'S  HOMESTEAD  —  Contum^fiU 
in  New  Hampshire,  582-^686w 
in  Vermont,  586-690. 
in  California,  591. 
in  Iowa,  592-597. 
in  Georgia,  598. 
in  Texas,  599-611. 
in  Wisconsin,  612. 
widow's  homestead  in  Louisiana.    8ee  Louisiana. 

WIDOW'S  AWARD.    See  Year's  Support. 

WIDOW.    See  Family;  Widow's  Homestead;  Judomemt;  Year's  Support. 
effect  of  wife's  divorce  on  exemption  given  to,  84. 
right  of  homestead  when  residing  in  another  state,  92. 
occupancy  required  of,  to  support  homestead  right,  242,  248. 
right  of,  in  mortgaged  homestead,  588. 
chattel  exemption  of  the.    See  Chattel  Exemptiok. 
paraphernalia  of,  908. 
remedy  of,  to  obtain  year's  support    See  Remedies  and  Procedure. 

WIDOW  AND  ORPHAN'S  CHATTEL  EXEMPTION.     See  Chattel  Exkhf^ 

TION. 

WIFE.    See,  also.  Husband  and  Wipe. 
substantive  rights  of,  as  to  homestead,  42. 
acknowledgment  of,  to  a  declaration  of  homestead,  285. 
effect  of  subsequent  death  of,  after  void  sale  or  mortgage  of  homestead,  489L 
effect  of  sole  deed  of  homestead  by,  526. 

•  impeachment  of  acknowledgment  of^  to  deed  of  homestead,  583,  584 
as  a  party.    See  Parties. 
independent  rights  of,  concerning  homestead,  690-692. 

may  redeem  from  tax  sale  after  discoverture,  691. 

or  perform  husband's  executory  contract  of  purchase,  692. 

WIFE'S  SEPARATE  ESTATE, 
whether  right  of  homestead  in,  220-226. 

when  wife  has  legal  title  and  husband  living,  220-224. 

rule  in  Indiana,  221. 

rule  in  Mississippi,  222. 

rule  in  Georgia,  223. 

how  upon  principle,  224. 

husband  and  wife  cannot  each  have  homestead,  226. 

but  may  have  homestead  in  lands  jointly  owned  by  them,  226. 
right  of  widow  to  year's  support  in  case  of,  967-969. 

WISCONSIN, 
extra-territorial  force  of  exemption  laws  in,  22. 
law  of,  where  part  of  homestead  rented  for  business  purposes,  186. 
law  of,  as  to  detached  timber  land  being  included  in  homestead,  149. 
views  of  Supreme  Court  of,  as  to  homestead  in  estates  in  common,  185u 
no  exemption  in,  on  execution  for  partnership  debt,  204. 
application  of  rule  as  to  abandonment  of  homestead  to  statute  of,  282. 
widow's  homestead,  how  affected  by  dower  in,  658. 
law  of,  as  to  homestead  of  widow  and  heirs,  612. 
conflicting  cases  in,  as  to  right  to  sell  land  subject  to  homestead,  628. 
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WISCONSIN—  Continued, 
sale  of  homestead  for  privileged  debts  in,  660. 
effect  of  involuntary  conversion  of  debtor's  exempt  property  in,  761. 

WORDS.    See  Intkrprbtation. 

of  statutes  defining  objects  of  exemption  laws,  40,  41,  44. 
widow's  homestead,  whether  creatrd  by  general,  641. 

WRIT  OF  ENTRY, 
homestead  right  a  defense  to,  687. 


YEAR'S  SUPPORT, 
nature,  conditions,  and  quantum  of,  982-954. 

statutory  provisions,  932. 

this  allowtmce  purely  statutory,  933. 

must  not  be  confounded  with  "  widow's  exemption,"  nor  **  distributive  share,**  984 

nature  and  object  of  this  allowance,  936, 

statutes  as  to,  must  be  liberally  construed,  936. 

does  not  depend  upon  intestacy,  937. 

when  subject  to  testamentary  disposition,  988. 

widow's  right  of  election,  939,  940. 

does  not  depend  upon  insolvency,  941. 

cannot  be  released  in  marriage  contract,  942. 

effect  of  death  of  widow  before  allotment,  948. 

only  granted  out  of  husband's  property  owned  at  his  death,  944. 

overrides  liens,  946. 

entitled  to  what  priority,  945. 

how  in  case  of  ancillary  administration,  946. 

right  and  duty  of  administrator,  947. 

quantum  of  allowance,  whether  discretionary  with  Probate  Court,  948. 

principles  governing  exercise  of  this  discretion,  940,  950. 

when  cannot  exceed  distributive  share,  951. 

cases  illustrating  quantum  of  allowance,  962,  953. 

case  in  which  $85,000  was  allowed,  953. 

conclusiveness  of  award  of  allowance  by  court,  954. 
who  entitled  to  claim,  95>-9i9. 

widow  with  no  children,  955. 

"family,"  956. 

rights  of  children  independent!}'  of  widow,  957-959. 

child  in  ventre  sa  tnerc^  when  considered  in  esse,  9C0. 

rights  of  children  of  diilcrent  marriages,  931. 

step-children,  962. 

wife  living  apart  from  husband  and  having  separate  estate,  968-964. 

wife  deserted  by  husband  and  remarried,  965. 

widow  of  non-resident,  906. 

what,  if  widow  have  separate  means  of  support,  937-969.    * 

out  of  what  property  granted,  970-973. 

out  of  personal  property  onl}*,  970. 

consequences  of  this  limitation,  971. 

how  apportioned  among  legatees,  9"2. 

may  consist  of  what  species  of  perionalty,  973. 
remedies  and  proccduie  tu  obtain,    bee  KtMEDiES  A^'D  Procedure. 
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